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ABSTRACT

THE MIRAGE OF CURRICULUM DECENTRALIZATION: A CASE STUDY OF
LOCAL STAKEHOLDERS’ INVOLVEMENT IN SCHOOL-BASED
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT (SBCD) POLICY
IMPLEMENTATION IN INDONESIA

Muhamad Ali Akrom, Ed.D
Department of Literacy and Elementary Education
Northern Illinois University, 2015
Eui-kyung Shin, Director

This study examined local stakeholders’ involvement in the School-Based Curriculum
Development (SBCD) policy implementation in five elementary schools in a city in the
southeastern region of Indonesia. An interpretive qualitative case study design was applied.
Participants in the study consisted of principals, teachers, parents/School Committee members,
and key officials from the local education authority. Four data collection strategies were
employed in this study: semi-structured interviews, focus groups, observations, and document
analysis. The data obtained were analyzed qualitatively using a constant comparative method.
Nvivo 10 was also used to facilitate the analysis process.
Findings of the study indicated that the local stakeholders had been engaged in a number
of activities associated with the SBCD policy implementation, such as workshops, small-group
collaboration between teachers, and individual teachers’ curriculum development activities
aimed at translating the national standards into an official school-based curriculum document.
Various local stakeholders seemed to have contributed to the development and implementation
of the school-based curriculum in each school, including teachers and principals, parents and/or
School Committee members, and several key officials from the local education authority.

However, the extent to which they were engaged in making decisions about their
curriculum varied across content areas and remained somewhat limited and superficial. Limited
capacity and willingness on the part of the local stakeholders, unfavorable perceptions about the
SBCD policy, and unsupportive implementation environments appear to have prevented the local
stakeholders from taking a more active role in shaping their school-based curriculum. In areas
where the SBCD policy implementation seemed to manifest quite well, the local stakeholders’
awareness of their curriculum development autonomy and the availability of strong parental and
community support played an important role.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The ideas of empowering localities and improving community involvement in education
have attracted governments in many countries as well as international funding agencies (Bray,
1985; Bjork, 2005; Govinda, 2006; Nielson, 2007; Perera, 2006; Jimenez & Sawada, 1998; IEG,
2008). The rationales for adopting educational decentralization programs in many countries are
varied, but they mainly revolve around distribution of power, enhancement of public service
efficiency, and increasing sensitivity to local needs (Bray, 1985; Bjork, 2003; Hanson, 2006;
Prawda, 1993).
As part of a larger decentralization of governance reform following the fall of the Suharto
regime, the Indonesian government has adopted a new education law, UU Sistem Pendidikan
Nasional No. 20/2003 [National Education System Law No. 20 of 2003], which provides a legal
basis for decentralization education reform in Indonesia. Article 56 of this law, a case in point,
mandates the formalization of community participation into independent bodies such as School
Committees and/or educational councils at the school, district, provincial, and national levels,
which should be involved in education planning, monitoring, and evaluation.
Furthermore, Article 38 Sections 1 and 2 of the law call for the decentralization of
curriculum decision-making by requiring that elementary and secondary schools develop their
own curricula in conjunction with School Committees and local education agencies. Thus, under
the new education law, the responsibility of curriculum development is partially transferred from

2
the central government in Jakarta, the capital of Indonesia, to schools and localities throughout
the country, redefining the roles of educational stakeholders at various levels. Teachers,
principals, parents, and community members now legitimately have the opportunity to contribute
to curriculum decision-making in their schools. The Ministry of National Education does not
provide a national curriculum anymore, but it is instead responsible for providing assistance with
and monitoring of the implementation of decentralized curriculum policy. At the national level,
an independent body of professionals, Badan Standar Nasional Pendidikan (BSNP) [the Board
of National Education Standards], has also been created for the purpose of developing,
monitoring, and evaluating the implementation of the national standards of education. In
addition, the Ministry of National Education has collaborated with universities and teacher
training schools in each province to help prepare local educational stakeholders to transition to
the new curriculum policy system (UU No. 20 2003; PERMENDIKNAS No. 22, 23, & 24 2006).
A number of studies have emerged in Indonesian literature regarding the implementation
of School-Based Curriculum (SBCD) policy (e.g. Ambarwati, 2009; Siswono, 2008; Sumaryanta
& Pratini, 2007; Sutrisno & Nuryanto, 2008). However, the limited description of methodologies
used in each of those studies begs the question of trustworthiness or validity and reliability. In
addition, most of the studies are only available in Indonesia and are not situated within the
broader contexts of the school-based curriculum development research and practices from other
countries. Meanwhile, official government reports indicated that SBCD policies had been
implemented well in most schools in Indonesia (PUSKUR, 2008; MONE - JICA, 2010). On the
other hand, voices from the field often indicated that teachers and other local stakeholders
implemented SBCD superficially – just to show compliance with the new law. Therefore, this
dissertation research sought to understand local stakeholders’ involvement in SBCD activities in
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Indonesia, particularly at the elementary education level in a municipality in the southeastern
region of the Indonesian archipelago.

Conceptual Framework

The study looked at the implementation of SBCD through a conceptual framework that
hypothesizes that the success and failure of an educational change implementation is affected by
numerous elements that can be aggregated into three main categories: 1) the perceived
characteristics of an educational change, 2) the readiness of the people responsible for
implementing the change, and 3) the perceived characteristics of the environment where the
change implementation takes place. This framework was developed based on the researcher’s
review of several theories on change implementation and innovation diffusion: Roger’s
Diffusion of Innovation (Ellsworth, 2000; Roger, 2003; Traub, 2009); Ely’s Conditions of
Change (Ellsworth, 2000; Ely, 1990b, 1999); Zaltman and Duncan’s (1977) Strategies for
Planned Change; Fullan’s New Meaning of Educational Change (Ellsworth, 2000; Ely, 1999;
Fullan, 1994, 2007); and Hall and associates’ Concerns-Based Adoption Model (Ellsworth,
2000; Hall, Dirksen & George, 2006; and Hall, Wallace & Dossett, 1973; Hord, Rutherford,
Huling-Austin & Hall, 1987; and Hord, Stiegelbauer, George 2006; George, Hall & Stiegelbauer,
2006; Traub, 2009).

Problem Statement

Several studies on SBCD implementation in Indonesian schools have been conducted by
researchers and educators from various regions in Indonesia (e.g. Ambarwati, 2009;
Prasetyoningsih, 2008; Siswono, 2008; Sumaryanta & Pratini, 2007; Sutrisno & Nuryanto,
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2008). However, none of the studies provided enough information about their methodologies,
which raises questions about their validity and reliability or trustworthiness and dependability.
Besides, none of the studies used a theoretical framework when looking at the SBCD
implementation, nor did they place the issue within the broader contexts of the school-based
curriculum development (SBCD) research and practice.
Meanwhile, official government reports asserted that SBCD policy has been well
implemented in most schools in Indonesia (PUSKUR, 2008; MONE - JICA, 2010). On the other
hand, voices from the field often indicated that local stakeholders implemented the policy just to
show compliance with the new regulation without making substantial changes in their practices.
Therefore, this research attempted to shed light on the issue as well as adding to the
literature by placing this topic within the broader contexts of SBCD research and by utilizing a
conceptual framework derived from theories on change implementation (Ely, 1990; Fullan,
2007; Hall, Wallace & Dossett, 1973; Rogers, 1962; and Zaltman and Duncan, 1977).

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

The purpose of this case study was to examine local stakeholders’ involvement in the
SBCD policy implementation in five elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of
Indonesia. The central question posed in this study was: “How did local stakeholders in five
elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia develop and implement their
school-based curriculum?”
The central question was then broken down into the following sub-questions:
1. What were the processes of developing school-based curriculum in the five
elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia?
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2. What were the processes of implementing school-based curriculum in the five
elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia?
3. Who was involved in the processes of developing and implementing school-based
curriculum in the five elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of
Indonesia and to what extent?
4. What were the elements that facilitated SBCD policy implementation in the five
elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia?
5. What were the challenges of implementing SBCD policy in the five elementary
schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia?

Significance of the Study

The main idea behind the implementation of the SBCD policy, which is about providing
autonomy for schools to develop their own curriculum based on their local contexts in addition
to the national standards, represents a fundamental change from the usual curriculum
development policy model that has always been dominated by the central government. However,
the knowledge base about how the policy translates at the school level has not yet been
substantially formed. This study contributes to the formation of research-based information about
SBCD policy implementation by providing detailed accounts of how local stakeholders were
engaged in SBCD activities and the various elements that might impact their engagement.
Applying a qualitative case study method, this research closely examined local
stakeholders’ involvement in school-based curriculum development activities in conjunction
with their local contexts. Thus, this study provided a means for constructing meanings and
interpretations based on the perspectives of those at the grassroots level as well as on their
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immediate contexts, which have often been overlooked in the official government reports and to
some extent in the current literature on SBCD implementation in Indonesia.
Furthermore, the study examined an issue that affects a great number of people and
institutions in Indonesia. The findings and implications of this study provided valuable lessons
concerning how the SBCD implementation can be improved, not just in the schools or city where
the study was conducted but also in other regions in Indonesia as well as globally.
Last, this research is the only study on Indonesian educational decentralization that
focuses on curriculum decision-making policy in the post-Suharto era. Albeit rare, there are
some studies on Indonesian educational decentralization that can be found in the literature.
However, they focus on other aspects of educational decentralization, such as educational
financing (Amirrachman, Syafi’I, & Welch, 2009; Bangay, 2005; Kristiansen & Pratikno, 2006;
Subroto, 2007) and smaller scale SBCD initiative, i.e., local content curriculum, during the
Suharto era (Bjork, 2003; 2005; Yeom, Acedo, & Utomo, 2002)

Methodology

An interpretive case study design (Merriam, 1990) was used in this research. The focus of
the study was to examine local stakeholders’ involvement in the SBCD policy implementation in
five elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia. The central question
was “how did local stakeholders in five elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of
Indonesia develop and implement their school-based curriculum?” Participants in the study
consisted of principals and a vice principal, teachers, parents and School Committee members,
and key officials from the local education authority, that is Dinas Dikpora. The data collection
strategies used in this study included interviews, focus groups, observations, and documents. The
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data were analyzed qualitatively using a constant comparative method. Computer-assisted
qualitative data analysis software was also used to facilitate the analysis process. A more detailed
description of the methodology is provided in Chapter 3.

Delimitations and Limitations of the Study

This research focused on local stakeholders’ involvement in the SBCD policy
implementation in five elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia.
Participants in the study consisted of a wide range of local stakeholders, including school
leaders, teachers, parents and/or School Committee members, and key officials from the local
education authority (Dinas Dikpora). To make the study manageable within the available time
frame, this study did not include students as participants in this study. Due to scheduling issues,
participants also did not include school supervisors or oversight representatives from the Dinas
Dikpora, who were part of the local stakeholders. The absence of the two stakeholder groups
may cause the study to forgo some potentially important pieces of information that help to fully
understand the issue under investigation. In addition, as with any other studies that involve
human subjects, this study depended largely on the good intentions and willingness of the
participants to take part in the study. Therefore, there is, of course, a possibility that the
participants may be biased.

Definitions of Key Terms

For the purpose of the study, the following definitions are used:
Badan Standar Nasional Pendidikan [the Board of National Standards of Education, BSNP] is an
independent body of professionals that was created at the national level and was mainly tasked
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with developing, monitoring, and evaluating the implementation of the national standards of
education.
Classroom teacher is the main teacher for a particular grade level in a School And is in charge of
teaching most of the subjects taught to students in that grade level (e.g., first grade teacher,
second grade teacher, third grade teacher, etc.)
Content standard means the minimum criteria concerning the scope of materials and level of
competency required for each level and type of schooling and which is used as the main
guideline for developing school-based curriculum in elementary and secondary education in
Indonesia.
Curriculum is a set of plans made for guiding instructions at school.
Decentralization is the transfer of a task, responsibility, or authority to make decisions from
higher to lower organizational levels or among organizations (Hanson, 2006).
Dinas Dikpora is an acronym that stands for Dinas Pendidikan, Pemuda dan Olah Raga
[Department of Education, Youth, and Sport], which is a city-level educational authority under
the Indonesian Ministry of Education.
Dokumen Satu [Document One] is the first part of the entire official school-based curriculum
document created by each school, which mainly consists of descriptions about each school’s
educational goals, curriculum structure and content, and academic calendar.
Dokumen Dua [Document Two] is the second part of the entire official school-based curriculum
document created by each school, which mainly consists of syllabi and lesson plans for each
subject in each grade level.
Elementary school is a period in the formal education system in Indonesia between kindergarten
(pre-elementary) and junior high school. It encompasses grades one to six in which children
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learn basic skills and knowledge in Indonesian language arts, math, natural science, social
science, citizenship, sports and wellness, arts and culture, and local content.
Graduate competency standards refers to the minimum criteria (knowledge, skills, and
attitudes/behavior) concerning the competency level required of students graduating from
elementary, junior, and high schools (PP No 19 2005).
Local content subject is a course of program within the curriculum that was intended to be
developed based on the needs and interests of students and their communities.
Ministry of National Education is the Republic of Indonesia Department of Education, which is
now renamed the Ministry of Education and Culture [Kementrian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan]
National standards of education (national standards) are the minimum criteria concerning the
Indonesian educational system in the whole jurisdiction of Indonesia (UU No. 20 2003). The
eight standards include 1) graduate competency, 2) content, 3) process, 4) education workforce,
5) infrastructure, 6) management, 7) education financing, and 8) educational assessment.
School-based curriculum is the official curriculum document developed by each School As a
result of the implementation of the SBCD policy.
School Committee is an organization similar to a Parent Teacher Association (PTA), but it
consists of only parents/guardians and some local community figures or members.
School supervisor or district oversight representative is an official in the Dinas Dikpora tasked
with supervising the general operation and administration of education as well as the
implementation of academic programs at schools.
Subject-specific teacher or specialist is the main teacher for a particular subject in a School And
is usually tasked with teaching only that subject to students in several grade levels (e.g., physical
education, sport, and wellness teacher and religious study teacher).

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This literature review consists of three main parts. The first part provides a brief
introduction about Indonesia, a snapshot of its current educational landscape, and a historical
perspective of curriculum policy in Indonesia. The second part presents a discussion about
School-Based Curriculum Development (SBCD), its implementation in Indonesia, and a number
of studies on SBCD from both Indonesia and various countries around the world. The third part
discusses the conceptual framework used in this research, which has been developed from
various theories and models.

Contextualizing the Study

Indonesia: Overview

Stretched out between the Pacific and Indian Oceans and between the Asian and
Australian continents, Indonesia is the largest archipelago in the world with more than 17,500
islands. It shares land borders with New Guinea, East Timor, and Malaysia; it is a neighbor of
countries such as the Philippines, Singapore, Australia, and the Indian territories of Andaman
and the Nicobar Islands (Central Intelligence Agency, 2011).
The Dutch began to colonize the islands that became part of modern Indonesia in the
early seventeenth century and were named the Netherland East Indies. In 1942, Japan took over
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the colony until the end of World War II. Indonesia declared independence on August 17, 1945,
two days after Japan surrendered to the Allied Power. However, it took four years of intermittent
negotiations, recurring hostilities, and UN mediation before the Dutch finally agreed to transfer
sovereignty in 1949 (Central Intelligence Agency, 2011).
Indonesia has an estimated population of 237.6 million people (Statistics Indonesia,
2010), which makes it the fourth-most populated country in the world after China, India, and the
United States. Over half of the population (58%) is concentrated on Java Island, which
constitutes less than 10% of Indonesia’s total land area. The ethnic make-up of the Indonesian
population consists of the Javanese (40.6%), Sundanese (15%), Madurese (3.3%), Minangkabau
(2.7%), Betawi (2.4%), Bugis (2.4%), Banten (2%), Banjar (1.7%), and other unspecified ethnic
groups (29.9%). The official language of the country is Indonesian, but there are hundreds of
indigenous languages that most Indonesians speak as their first language. Indonesia is also home
to the largest Muslim population in the world since 86% of the population is Muslim. Other
religious groups in the country include Protestants (5.7%), Roman Catholics (3%), Hindus
(1.8%), and other unspecified religious groups (3.4%) (Central Intelligence Agency, 2011).
After almost three decades of uninterrupted, rapid economic growth, Indonesia was hit
very hard during the Asian financial crisis in the 1990s. Starting as a currency crisis in Thailand
on July 2, 1997, the crisis soon turned much of Asia into a financial contagion (Baig & Goldfajn,
1999) and triggered substantial changes in the Indonesian socio-economic and political
landscapes the following year. A few months after the crisis began, Indonesia saw its GDP fall,
its currency slump, its stock market and other assets lose value, and its private debt soar.
Additionally, the unemployment rate skyrocketed, and the economic growth contracted. In 1998,
the general inflation rate rose to 78%, and food prices soared to 118%, resulting in a significant
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increase in the number of people living below the poverty line (Suryahadi, Sumarto & Prichett,
2003). Combined with signs of the deteriorating health of President Suharto, the economic crisis
soon led to socio-political instability. Waves of protests led by students and political activists
emerged in the capital city and around the country. As a result, President Suharto stepped down
on May 21, 1998, after 32 years in power.
The collapse of the Suharto regime marked the beginning of a new chapter in Indonesian
history, often called the Reformasi (Reformation) era. This period has been characterized by
greater freedom of speech, a more open and liberal political environment, and more autonomy
for provincial and district governments than ever before. The transitional government of Habibi,
who was appointed president after Suharto’s resignation, undertook numerous political reforms,
including releasing political prisoners and liberating the long muffled press as well as easing
restrictions for creating political parties and on the number political parties that can participate in
general elections. Habibi also called for a referendum on the future of East Timor, which
eventually led to the breakaway of the former Indonesian province to become an independent
nation. Finally, under his term, a decentralization law was passed, ushering in large-scale
decentralization reforms in Indonesia, which in turn gave way to the SBCD.
Current issues in Indonesia include eradicating corruption, consolidating democracy,
preventing terrorism, alleviating poverty, implementing economic and financial reforms, holding
military and police accountable for human rights violations, addressing climate change,
controlling infectious diseases, and improving education (Central Intelligence Agency, 2011).

13
Indonesian Education

The Indonesian education system is extremely large, with over 50 million students and
2.6 million teachers in more than 250,000 schools. According to the World Bank (2011),
Indonesia is currently the fourth largest education system in the world, after China, India, and the
United States. Given the size and nature of the system, two government agencies are responsible
for managing the education sector in Indonesia: the Ministry of National Education (MONE),
which manages about 84 percent of schools in Indonesia, and the Ministry of Religious Affairs
(MoRA), which manages the remaining 16 percent. Private institutions also play an important
role in the Indonesian education system. While only seven percent of primary schools are
private, the percentage increases significantly up to 56 percent and 67 percent in junior and
senior high schools, respectively (World Bank, 2011).
Formal schooling in Indonesia begins at the age of seven when children start primary
school. Primary school lasts for six years; junior and senior high schools each last for three
years; and college education typically lasts one to four years, depending on the type of program.
At the senior secondary level, students can pursue vocational or general education courses. At all
levels, there are religious schools that provide curriculum similar to the secular schools but with
more emphasis on religious content. In the final years of primary, junior, and high schools,
students take a national exam to graduate and continue to the next level. A university entrance
exam is also required for admission into a university.
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Access to Education

Since the early years of Indonesia’s independence, the government has indicated a strong
conviction in the value of education in empowering citizens as well as creating a peaceful,
prosperous, sovereign nation. Such an indication can be seen through the inclusion of educationrelated clauses in the 1945 Indonesian Constitution and the passage of the first national education
system law of 1950. Additionally, the national education law of 1950 not only set up a legal
framework for the Indonesian national education system, but it also explicitly mandated the
young government of Indonesia to establish a universal, six-year primary education program and
subsidize all private schools. Nonetheless, the expansion of the primary education program did
not accelerate until 1973 when the windfall of oil revenues began to be directed toward the
education sector. That year a Presidential Instruction (INPRES) was issued to initiate block
grants for constructing thousands of primary schools as well as conducting an intensive mass
teacher training program across the country (Behrman, Deolalikar, & Soon, 2002; Bjork, 2005).
With infrastructure and trained staff in place, Indonesia was finally able to achieve universal
primary education in 1983. Since then, Indonesia has been able to maintain a gross enrollment
rate of one hundred percent for primary education (Granado, Fengler, Ragartz, & Yavuz, 2007;
MONE, 2008; UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2011).
Unfortunately, the success in providing access to primary education has not been
followed by similar results in other education levels. Despite a steady increase since the 1970s,
for example, the gross enrollment rate for secondary schools was still at 79% in 2009. In
addition, Indonesia is also still trailing behind other Asia Pacific countries in pre-primary and
tertiary enrollments, with gross enrollment rates of only 50% for pre-primary and 24% for
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tertiary. Meanwhile, the average enrollment rates for pre-primary and tertiary programs in the
region are 52% and 28%, respectively (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2011; World Bank,
2011).
Quality of Education

There is a common perception among practitioners and observers of education in
Indonesia that the quality of Indonesian education is in dire need of improvement. Sadly,
international comparisons based on the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study
(TIMSS) and the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) data seem to have
justified this perception (Martin, Mullis, & Foy, 2008; Mullis, Martin, & Foy, 2008). According
to the 2007 TIMSS data, Indonesian student performance in mathematics ranked 36 out of the
total 48 participating countries and ranked 35 in science. Similarly, according to the 2009 PISA
data, Indonesian students scored significantly lower than the average score obtained by students
from OECD member countries in every aspect assessed (i.e., reading, math, and science).
Additionally, more than half of the Indonesian students participating in the reading test scored
below proficiency, and nearly 80% of Indonesian students participating in the mathematics test
scored below proficiency level. As a result, Indonesian student performance ranked 57 out of the
65 participating countries in PISA (OECD, 2010).

Teacher Educational Qualification, Supply, and Distribution

As of June of 2009, there were 2,607,311 teachers serving in various types and levels of
schools across the country (Directorate General for Staff and Educational Quality Improvement,
2010). Compared to the total number of students enrolled for the same year, the number of
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teachers was sufficient. The average student/teacher ratio (STR) for elementary schools in
Indonesia was 17:1, which was relatively low compared to the average STRs of other East Asia
Pacific countries (18:1) and of the world (24:1). The average STR for secondary schools was
even lower, only 13:1 (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2011; World Bank, 2009).
However, behind such low average STRs lies a persistent problem concerning the
inequality of teacher distribution across schools and districts. The World Bank (2009) reported
that about 60% of urban and 52% of rural elementary schools in Indonesia have an excess of
teachers, while 66% of remote schools have a deficit. The imbalance between urban, rural, and
remote areas is not as marked in junior high schools, but overall, 81% of junior high schools
have an excess, while 13% have deficit. Regardless of the question of excess and deficit of
teachers in schools, it is clear there is an unequal distribution of teachers across schools and
districts. As a consequence, there is great variation in the actual teaching workload for teachers.
According to the World Bank report, almost half of the elementary school teachers surveyed
reported having less than the minimum of 18 hours teaching workload per week. In addition,
there were also reported mismatches in regard to subject needs in schools compared with teacher
expertise, particularly in English; sports and physical education; and religious studies (World
Bank, 2009).
In addition to the inequity of teacher distribution, there was also an issue of low teacher
qualification. According to the Directorate General for Staff and Educational Quality
Improvement [Indonesian: Dirjen Peningkatan Mutu Pendidik and Tenaga Kependidikan
(PMPTK)], over half (57 %) of the teachers did not have a bachelor’s degree or higher (Ministry
of National Education, 2010) (see Table 1).
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Table 1
Teacher Educational Qualification
Teachers’ Educational Qualification
Equal to or higher
Lower than
Schools
than bachelor's
Total
bachelor's degree
degree
Number
%
Number
%
Number
%
Pre-elementary
191044
86%
32378
14%
223422 100%
Elementary
1125805
76%
357254
24%
1483059 100%
Junior High
130973
26%
371942
74%
502915 100%
Special Education
7217
49%
7383
51%
14600
100%
Senior High
21073
9%
217396
91%
238469 100%
Vocational
20609
14%
124237
86%
144846 100%
Total
1496721
57%
1110590
43%
2607311 100%
(Directorate General for Staff and Educational Quality Improvement, Ministry of National
Education, 2010)

Politics and School Curriculum: A Historical Perspective

The colonial era (early 1800s - 1945)

The origin of centralized curriculum tradition in Indonesia can be traced to the
centralized education system established during colonial times. In the early nineteenth century,
the Dutch colonial government began providing education for a few selected Indonesians with
the purpose of producing a trained workforce that could serve in their administration and
businesses in the Netherland East Indies – the former name for the Indonesian islands under the
Dutch colonialization. To achieve the goal, the Netherland East Indies government established an
education system based on social class and exercised tight control over matters related to
personnel, curriculum, budget, and general administration. In addition, community-based schools
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emerging out of discontent toward the colonial government schooling system were constantly
challenged with the promulgation of laws and regulations that obstructed the growth and
development of such schools (Nasution, 1995).
Similarly during the three and a half years of Japanese occupation (1942-1945), the
centralized education model continued with the creation of a single mass education system,
regardless of students’ social class. However, the move was taken merely for convenience rather
than out of a genuine desire to respect the equality of human rights (Makmur, Haryono, Musa, &
Hadi; 1993). Additionally, the schooling experience of the time was heavily influenced by the
Japanese goal of winning World War II. For instance, teachers from various districts were often
summoned to the capital city, Jakarta, to be indoctrinated about Japanese language and culture,
geopolitics, military strategy, gymnastics, and Japanese political propaganda. Every morning,
students were required to sing the Japanese national anthem, raise the Japanese flag, pledge
allegiance to Dai Toa (the idea of a greater Asia co-prosperity sphere promulgated by the
Japanese during World War II), and bow toward the east (toward the emperor of Japan). In
addition, students in the upper grade levels were also required to train in military gymnastic
skills (Djojonegoro, 1995).

The Old Order era (1945-1960s)

Under the Sukarno presidency, especially when the government decided to leave its
liberal democratic governance system behind and adopt a more authoritarian approach called
Demokrasi Terpimpin (Guided Democracy), education was used to promote the new political
ideology. Through Presidential Decree No. 145/1965, President Sukarno mandated that the goal
of education in Indonesia should be based on the government’s political manifesto called

19
USDEK, an acronym for a collection of ideas derived from the 1945 Constitution, socialism,
guided democracy, guided economic system, and Indonesian cultural identity (Djojonegoro,
1995).
One school tradition created during this era, which still exists today, was the flag-raising
ceremony. The ceremony usually takes place in theschool yard, where students, teachers, the
principal, and other school staff members assemble in a military fashion every Monday morning
for about one hour. It consists of a series of highly structured activities: flag raising accompanied
by the national anthem, moment of silence for fallen national heroes, recitation of the 1945
Constitution and the Pancasila (Indonesian state ideology), a speech by the school principal or
an appointed teacher, and recitation of prayers. Each class or grade level is appointed in turn to
lead the ceremony (Jazadi, 2008).

The New Order era (1966-1998)

When Suharto came to power in the mid-1960s, Indonesia was in the midst of a sociopolitical and economic crisis, culminating in the alleged attempted coup by the Indonesian
communist party in 1965. The failure of the attempted coup brought about an unprecedented
ramification for the education sector. Many schools owned or run by individuals and
organizations affiliated with the Indonesian Communist Party were closed or taken over by the
government. A new centrally-developed national curriculum package emphasizing the teaching
of Pancasila was put into place in 1968 (Djojonegoro, 1995) to prevent the resurgence of
communism in schools. Needless to say, the history curriculum was re-written to fit the
government’s version of history. Textbooks were also subject to a thorough review process
conducted by a special government agency, which consisted of members from the military, the
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Attorney General’s office, and the MONE. At the university level, the Kewiraan [patriotism
course] became a part of the general education courses and had to be delivered by a lecturer who
had been trained by the central government or military personnel (Jazadi, 2008).

The Reformasi [Reform] era (1998 – today)

As mentioned earlier, the post-Suharto period, which is often called the Reformasi era,
has been characterized by a more open and liberal political environment in Indonesia and greater
freedom of speech as well as more autonomy for districts and provincial governments. Since the
Reformasi started, the military that formed the bedrock of the Suharto regime has pretty much
returned to the barracks. The president, governors and mayors as well as the national and
regional legislative bodies are now directly elected by the people. Elections, which once offered
a choice of just three parties, now feature dozens. Instead of a handful of government-controlled
media, Indonesia now boasts a plentiful amount of competing television channels, magazines and
newspapers to cater to various taste and interests. Trade unions, non-government organizations
(NGO) and other pressure groups also have proliferated throughout the country. Regional
governments that used to be subservient to the central government’s whim now hold all but a
handful of the authorities that used to be exerted from Jakarta (“Time to Deliver,” 2004).
The more open and liberal political environment in the post Suharto era has brought also
opportunities for greater community involvement in education and improvement of the relevance
of education for students and their society. Article 56 of the new education law, Law No.
20/2003, which was passed by parliament members from the first free legislative elections post
Suharto, calls for the institutionalization of community participation into independent bodies,
such as School Committees and educational councils at the school, district, provincial, and

21
national levels. These independent bodies are to be involved in planning, monitoring, and
evaluating education. Additionally, Article 38 Sections 1 and 2 of the law also call for the
decentralization of curriculum development authority from the central government to schools by
requiring that elementary and secondary school operational curricula be developed locally by
individual schools in conjunction with School Committees under the supervision of the district
offices of the Department of Education and the Department of Religious Affairs (for madrasahs
or Islamic schools and religious subject curriculum content in public school) (UU Sistem
Pendidikan Nasional No. 20/2003 [National Education System Law No. 20 of 2003]). These two
articles marked a milestone in the Indonesian education and curriculum development model that
has long been monopolized and often abused by the central government.

School-Based Curriculum Development (SBCD)

What is SBCD?

The above question is not quite easy to answer. Scholars have different opinions
concerning the defining attributes of the SBCD. Literally, the hyphenated phrase ‘school-based’
in ‘school-based curriculum development’ implies that all decisions are made by or at the school.
When paired with ‘curriculum development,’ the phrase connotes that all activities associated
with curriculum development must be conducted at the school level (Gopinathan & Deng, 2006;
Marsh, Day, Hennay, & McCutheon; 1990). This literal interpretation of SBCD is in line with
Skillbeck’s (1984) definition of SBCD, which is “the planning, design, implementation, and
evaluation of a program of students’ learning by the educational institution of which those
students are members” (p. 2).
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Meanwhile, Bezzina (1989) emphasizes collaboration among the stakeholders at School
As an important feature of SBCD. According to Bezzina, SBCD can be defined as
a process in which some or all members of the School Community plan, implement
and/or evaluate an aspect or aspects of School Curriculum offerings. This may involve
adapting an existing curriculum, adopting it unchanged, or creating a new curriculum.
SBCD is collaborative effort which should not be confused with individual efforts of
teachers or administrators operating outside the boundaries of a collaboratively accepted
framework (p. 3).
Another way of looking at SBCD is offered by the Center for Educational Research and
Innovation (CERI) of Organization for Economic and Co-Operative Development (OECD)
(1979). The center views SBCD as an introduction of institutionalized change in which schools
acquire the legal right and the professional authority to develop, implement, and evaluate their
own curricula. According to CERI, SBCD can be defined as
any processes, which on the basis of school-initiated activity or School Demands
regarding curricula, brings about a redistribution of power, responsibilities, and control
between central and local educational authorities, with schools requiring the legal and
administrative autonomy and professional authority allowing them to manage their own
development process (p. 13)
This definition of SBCD focuses more on organizational changes within the network of an
educational system rather than on the production of new curriculum material.
Conceptually, based on the definitions presented earlier, there are three important
characteristics of SBCD. The first characteristic is the presence of activities associated with the
curriculum development process at a school. The second one is the existence of a collective
effort by members of the School Community to develop, implement and/or evaluate an aspect or
aspects of School Curriculum. The third characteristic is the manifestation of institutionalized
change whereby schools acquire administrative rights and professional authority to manage their
curricula.
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However, the SBCD practices vary from place to place, depending on the educational
contexts in which they occur (Sabar, 1987). Some authors (Brady, 1992; Marsh, Day, Hannay, &
McCutcheon, 1990) have tried to map out the variations of SBCD practices using a matrix (see
Figures 1 and 2). For example, Brady (1992) suggested a two dimensional matrix describing 12
different variations of SBCD practice based on the type of activities (i.e., creation, adaptation,
selection of curriculum materials) and the people involved (i.e., individual teachers, pairs of
teachers, groups of teachers, whole staff). The types of activities dimension is represented in the
matrix by each row, and the number of people involved in each dimension is represented by each
column. As shown in Figure 1, the SBCD process may include the creation of a new curriculum
or raw materials, adaptation of an already existing curriculum and/or materials, selection of
materials from an existing source without really making substantial changes to it, or investigation
of area/areas of activity. It may be conducted by individual teachers, a small group of teachers,
the whole staff, or the teachers in conjunction with the parents and the students.

Type of activity

Creation of raw
materials
Adapting of existing
materials
Selecting existing
materials
Investigation areas

individual
teachers

small group of
teachers

whole staff

teachers,
parents,
students

Persons involved

Figure 1: A 2D matrix of SBCD practice variations (adapted from Brady, 1987, p. 3).

Marsh, Day, Hannay, and McCutcheon (1990) added another dimension to the matrix,
namely the time commitment dedicated toward the SBCD process. Marsh et al. considered that
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the SBCD process may be conducted as a one-time activity, a short-term plan, a medium-term
plan, or a long-term plan. Hence, as shown in Figure 2, a typical SBCD activity can take the
form of the adaptation of a primary science workbook by a small group of teachers as part of a
short-term plan to improve their teaching of science in a particular grade level. A more ambitious
form can be the creation of new materials for a local community unit by a team of teachers,
parents, and students as a long term plan to be completed over one academic year.
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mm

long-term plan
medium-term plan
short-term plan

one-off activity

type of activity

creation of raw
materials
adaptation of existing
materials
selecting from existing
materials
investigation of an
area/areas of activity
individual small
teachers group of
teachers

whole
staff

teachers,
parents,
students

persons involved

Figure 2: A 3D Matrix of SBCD Variations (adapted from Marsh et al., 1990, p. 49)

While the three dimensional matrix may help visualize the possible variations of SBCD
practices, it is considered as too all-encompassing by some scholars. One such concern was
voiced by Bolstad (2004) who said that the SBCD concept presented by the matrix was inclusive
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to the point that it is quite hard to determine what kind of curriculum development activity does
not constitute an SBCD. Instead Bolstad maintains that the meaning of SBCD should reflect the
educational contexts in which it is implemented.

Why SBCD?

The rationales for SBCD are manifold. First, SBCD can be seen as a product of
discontentment with externally or centrally based curriculum development. Advocates of SBCD
believe that a centrally developed curriculum often lacks sensitivity to the reality of local School
Conditions, student needs and interests, and the culture of communities in which schools are
embedded (Bolstad, 2004; Garret, 1990; OECD, 1979; Skillbeck, 1984).
Second, it is also argued that a centrally developed curriculum model can jeopardize the
long-term health of teachers’ professionalism because it does not facilitate self-development and
creativity or a sense of ownership of what teachers teach. In addition, it is also believed that, in
the absence of financial or professional incentives to do otherwise, there is also a danger that
teachers may teach only what the prescribed curriculum calls for and no more. In other words,
the tendency may then be that the minimum quantity and quality demanded in the prescribed
curriculum become the maximum goal the teachers strive to pursue. On the contrary, SBCD can
act as in-service professional development for teachers so the professionalism of the teachers is
enhanced and extended (Garret, 1990). Furthermore, teacher participation in the making of
curriculum decisions has been found to result in greater job satisfaction and higher productivity
(Kimpston & Rogers, 1988).
Third, a more subtle risk of a centralized curriculum provision system is that experts at
the center often need to protect their own position and may then be constantly tempted to
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advocate changes and fresh plans to justify their own existence. Thus, change becomes important
for its own sake and not necessarily for any sound pedagogical and educational reasoning. In
addition to causing stress and a sense of professional insecurity among teachers, the consequence
of such constant change is teachers may become immune to new changes or initiatives promoted
by the central authority since they know that the new change may not last long. In SBCD,
however, change is made at the point of delivery and is, therefore, more effective in producing
results (Garret, 1990). In addition, it is easier to move from research and development to
implementation when both phases happen in the same environment (CERI/OECD, 1979).
Finally, transferring curriculum decision making authority to local stakeholders reflects a
closer adherence to democratic principles, which is an important factor driving the educational
decentralization movements in many countries (Bray 1985; Hanson, 2006; Prawda, 1993; Welsh
& McGinn, 1999). One of the basic principles of democracy is participation of the people in the
government to protect and promote their rights, interests, and welfare. In SBCD, curricular and
instructional decision-making is placed in the hands of those closer to the recipients of the
education service (i.e., local School Administrators, teachers, parents and community members,
and maybe even students) so that it serves their needs and interests better (Imber, Duke &
Showers, 1980).
Despite its theoretical and empirical advantages, SBCD is not a simple concept to
implement. First of all, adopting SBCD creates tremendous demands on teachers and other local
stakeholders in terms of expertise, time, and finance, which they may not have. Secondly, the
presence of national exams, higher education curricular entrance requirements, and other
external factors can also suppress any SBCD initiatives deemed irrelevant to the demands of
these factors. Finally, when the curriculum development process is confined to merely school-
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based without any external or centralized planning and design, there is a danger that it may lead
to inequality, lack of national cohesion, and trivialization of the curriculum (Garret, 1990;
Gopinatan & Deng, 2006).

Previous Studies on SBCD

SBCD is not a new concept in the discourse of curriculum development policy. It has
been a part of the curriculum development policy debate since the 1970s, especially in countries
such as Great Britain and Australia where the educational system is highly decentralized and the
teachers enjoy extensive professional autonomy (Kennedy, 2010; Li, 2006; Marshet al., 1990). In
Israel, SBCD initiatives have been widely adopted for decades (Ben-Peretz & Dor, 1986; Sabar,
Rudduck, & Reid, 1987). Just as the discussions on SBCD began to diminish in the West in the
1990s (Bolstad, 2004), SBCD emerged as a part of the curriculum development policy debate in
Asia (Chen & Chung, 2000; Gopinathan & Deng, 2006; Hwang & Chang, 2003; Li, 2006; Law
& Nieveen, 2010; Lo, 1999).
Empirical studies on SBCD-related issues have also been conducted by researchers from
several countries around the world (e.g. Ben-Peretz & Dor, 1986; Bezzina, 1989; 1991; Chen &
Chung, 2000; Hannay, 1990; Li, 2006; Nieven, Akker & Resink, 2010). For instance, Ben-Peretz
and Dor (1986) examined the factors affecting the success of SBCD programs in a large school
system in Israel that had been involved in SBCD for nearly 30 years. In general, findings of the
study suggested that a school needs to have a unique ethos and distinct educational philosophy as
well as the power to maintain pedagogic and economic autonomy (Ben-Peretz & Dor, 1986).
Focusing on the teachers’ perceptions, Bezzina (1989) conducted a case study of the
implementation of SBCD programs in a catholic primary school in Sydney, Australia. Findings
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of the study revealed that, despite the presence of support structures and a high level of teacher
involvement during the curriculum development process, the teachers often did not follow the
official School Curriculum they helped develop. They seemed to view the production of
curriculum documents and policies as the limit of SBCD and did not see any personal or
professional benefits of implementing it (e.g., increased job satisfaction, enhanced sense of
ownership and self-efficacy, improved student outcome). In addition, teachers saw the supportive
role of the principal as the greatest aid to participating in SBCD, while the lack of time available
and the conflicting demands and priorities at school were viewed as the greatest barriers
(Bezzina, 1989).
Hannay (1990) conducted a case study exploring the experiences of two groups of
teachers (history and geography) who were engaged in the school-based curriculum development
process in a secondary school in Ontario, Canada. According to the study, there were four factors
affecting the success and/or failure of SBCD: a) curriculum orientation of teachers, b) leadership
qualities, c) availability of resources and the willingness to use it, and d) initiation source. The
initiation source refers to the teachers’ ways of thinking about the source or location of an
existing problem. When teachers did not perceive a problem in their existing curriculum, SBCD
was not viewed as problem solving, but rather as a task to be completed. Consequently, the locus
of the problem was external and SBCD was defined in terms of completion of the official
curriculum documents. Unless teachers take ownership during the implementation phase, it is
unlikely that SBCD would result in real changes. Therefore, SBCD must be conceptualized as a
professional growth experience for teachers, and the individuals facilitating the process must
allow sufficient time for teachers to reflect and assimilate the changes included in the innovation
(Hannay, 1990).
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Chen and Chung (2000) conducted a study examining teachers’ and administrators’
views of school-based curriculum development implementation in 12 schools in the Taipei area
of Taiwan. Chen and Chung reported that both teachers and administrators shared similar
concerns in regard to the vagueness of the meaning of SBCD as expressed in the official
curriculum reform guidelines, the impact of SBCD on their students’ achievements on the
standardized tests and parents’ attitudes, and their own professional autonomy and confidence in
taking on the role of curriculum developers. Additionally, the administrators were also concerned
with the teachers’ willingness, ability, and skills to develop a curriculum, the incongruence of
SBCD principles with the existing educational policies and regulations, and the lack of feedback
and evaluation mechanisms to support SBCD implementation. Meanwhile, the teachers were
concerned about the administrators’ lack of support and the lack of consensus among teachers in
the SBCD processes.
Finally, Li (2006) investigated how SBCD was interpreted and implemented by 118
teachers and 34 principals from 118 kindergartens in Hong Kong, China. Li reported that the
majority of kindergartens adopted and/or adapted the curriculum package from the local
publishers as a strategy to implement SBCD. The most common obstacles to SBCD
implementation in those schools were the teachers’ lack of expertise in curriculum and material
development, the lack of available resources, and the lack of administrators’ support for SBCD
implementation.
To synthesize, there have been a number of studies conducted on SBCD practices in
different countries. This study sought to add to the recently emerging discourse on SBCD
implementation in Asia (Chen & Chung, 2000; Gopinathan & Deng, 2006; Hwang & Chang,
2003; Li, 2006; Law & Nieveen, 2010; Lo, 1999). In addition, much of the attention in the
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research on SBCD has been devoted to understanding the stakeholders’ perceptions of SBCD
and the factors affecting SBCD implementation. There has not been enough attention given to
validating the often-claimed benefits of SBCD implementation in the literature (e.g. improving
curriculum relevance and promotion of the teachers’ professional growth and sense of ownership
of their teaching). To be able to assess the impacts of SBCD appropriately, however, it is
necessary to establish a clear understanding of the extent to which an SBCD initiative has been
implemented as originally intended or conceptualized. Furthermore, none of the research
encountered in this literature looked at SBCD implementations using a particular change theory
or model. Therefore, it was the intention of this study to fill the gap in the literature by
incorporating change theories and models to assess the extent of SBCD implementation in
elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia.

SBCD in Indonesia

The adoption of the SBCD policy in Indonesia reflects the very definition of SBCD
articulated by the Organization for Economic and Co-Operative Development (CERI/OECD,
1979). As mentioned earlier, the OECD looked at SBCD as the transfer of curriculum decisionmaking authority from the central government to the stakeholders at the local level. Likewise, the
implementation of SBCD policy brings about the redistribution of authorities for curriculum
development between the central government and the local education stakeholders.
The first SBCD initiative in Indonesia began in the mid-1990s when the Ministry of
National Education (MONE) introduced the Local Content Curriculum (LCC) policy (Bjork,
2003) to schools. The LCC policy requires that all primary and secondary schools devote a
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certain amount of school hours to the teaching of a locally developed subject matter based on the
students’ and community’s needs and interests.
During the Reformasi era, SBCD gained great momentum as Indonesia embarked on a
large-scale decentralization of governance reform following the collapse of the Suharto regime.
The decentralization law No. 19/1999, which began to take effect in 2000, mandated that all of
the central government authorities (excluding a handful of critical areas such as military,
religious affairs, and monetary policy) be transferred to the district governments. Thus,
according to the law, the authority to administer the education system is largely delegated to the
district and municipal governments. Furthermore, the more open and liberal political ideals
dominating the Indonesian socio-political climate during the era have also affected the national
curriculum development policy. In 2003, the House of Representatives passed a new education
law, National Education Law No. 20/2003, mandating the implementation of SBCD within the
national curriculum framework. Article 38 of the law, Sections 1 and 2, stipulate that schools
should develop their own curricula in conjunction with the local educational authorities. The
article of the law marked a significant change to the paradigm of curriculum development policy
in Indonesia, which used to be very centralistic (UU Sistem Pendidikan Nasional No. 20/2003
[National Education System Law No. 20 of 2003]).
However, while the task of curriculum development was largely delegated to teachers
and other local stakeholders, the notion of SBCD in Indonesia did not preclude other curriculum
development processes outside school. Article 35 of the National Education Law No. 20/2003
also stipulates the provision of national standards of education encompassing components such
as content area, graduate competency, instructional process, staff qualification, and assessment
of student learning. Pursuant to the law, an autonomous agency called the Badan Standar
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Pendidikan Nasional (BSNP or Board of National Education Standards), consisting of mainly
university educators, was established and tasked with the development, monitoring, and
evaluation of the national standards of education, including those that are related to content area
and student performance. In 2006, the Minister of Education issued three ministerial regulations
(i.e., Minister of Education Regulations 22, 23, and 24 of 2006 on the implementation of the
National Content Standards and Graduate Competency Standards), adopting the content area and
the graduate competency standards proposed by the BSNP as the national framework for the
SBCD programs in schools (BSNP, 2006; PERMENDIKNAS No. 22/2006, 23/2006, 24/2006
[Minister of Education Regulations 22, 23, and 24 of 2006]).
Regardless of the provision of the national education standards, the adoption of SBCD as
mandated by Article 38 of the National Education System Law 20/2003 has brought about a
significant change to the landscape of School Curriculum policy in Indonesia. Formerly,
elementary and secondary School Curricula were developed by the Curriculum Center of the
Ministry of Education in the capital city, Jakarta, without consultation with any representative
groups of education stakeholders (Jazadi, 2008). Under this new education law; however, the
responsibility of curriculum development is largely handed over to schools and localities,
recasting the roles of education stakeholders at various levels.

Studies on SBCD in Indonesia

The adoption of SBCD as a national curriculum policy has sparked the interest of many
educational researchers in Indonesia. Since 2008, a number of research studies on SBCD have
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emerged. Most of these studies revolved around areas such as stakeholder readiness, SBCD
implementation processes, and problems and constraints associated with SBCD implementation.
Komarudin, Jaffar, and Budiman (2008), for instance, explored the readiness to engage in school
level curriculum development activities of a group of elementary-to-high school teachers in
Jakarta. Similarly, Setiawan (2008) investigated elementary school teachers’ understanding of
the SBCD concept and their ability to develop syllabi and lesson plans aligned with the National
Content and Graduate Competency Standards in Kebu Kopi of the East Jakarta sub-district.
Next, Hardianto and Syam (2009) also examined the readiness of high school principals in the
Tanah Data district of West Sumatra. Results of the three studies generally showed that the
teachers and principals in those areas demonstrated familiarity with the SBCD concept as
promulgated by the government. However, many of them did not have the expertise to be
effectively engaged in the school level curriculum development processes.
Such a finding was in concert with findings of other studies on SBCD implementation in
different regions. Siswono (2008), for example, investigated SBCD implementation in 40
schools of various levels and types in eight districts and municipalities of the East Java province.
He reported that almost half (47.5%) of the schools under study had not begun implementing
SBCD, and those that had did it merely to show compliance to the new regulation without
substantially changing their real practice. Similarly, Sutrisno and Nuryanto (2008), who surveyed
SBCD implementation in 58 schools located in ten districts and municipalities in the Jambi
province, concluded that SBCD policy did not translate well into the reality of curriculum
development and instructional practices in the schools. There was a widespread misconception
among teachers and principals about what SBCD really means and how it should be
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implemented, which was attributed to a lack of training programs and support systems provided
by the government.
In 2008, the Center for Curriculum Development, a sub-division within the Research and
Development division office of MONE, released a report on the national evaluation of
monitoring SBCD implementation. According to the report, SBCD related training and
workshops have been conducted in 440 (out 442 total) districts and municipalities. Most
provinces have formed Tim Pengembang Kurikulum (TPK or Curriculum Development Team) to
facilitate schools in developing their curricula. Despite demonstrating a varying degree of
familiarity with and understanding of SBCD policy, the majority of respondents (93.9%)
reported that their schools have adopted the policy by developing their own curriculum, by
copying existing models and examples, or by adapting the existing models and examples to fit
School Contexts. Many teachers struggled to develop quality syllabi and lesson plans that were
aligned with the national standards. Meanwhile parents perceived the implementation of SBCD
resulted in an increased amount of homework their children received from School As well as an
increased cost of education (PUSKUR, 2008).
The later and more comprehensive study of SBCD implementation was conducted by the
MONE in cooperation with Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) in Jakarta (MONEJICA, 2010). Using a survey method, the study focused on how 528 teachers and 31 principals or
vice principals from 31 schools in three districts (i.e. South Kalimantan, East Java, and West
Sumatra) implemented SBCD. Findings of the study reported that all but one school had begun
implementing SBCD. In the majority of schools where SBCD was implemented, multiple
stakeholder groups were involved in the SBCD process, including teachers, administrators, and
School Committee members. The School Calendars and mission statements were typically
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determined collaboratively by all stakeholders, while the syllabi and lesson plans were normally
delegated to teachers or group of teachers. In developing the lesson plans and syllabi, some
teachers worked independently, and others worked with their colleagues in the same schools.
However, the majority of them worked in collaboration with other teachers in the district who
taught the same course via a forum called Musayawarah Guru Mata Pelejaran (Subject-Wise
Teacher Forum). Additionally, in developing syllabi and lesson plans, some teachers started from
scratch by analyzing the standards, but the majority of them adopted and/or adapted the lesson
plans and syllabus samples provided by the BSNP and other sources (MONE-JICA, 2010).
However, the extent to which the findings of the above studies can be relied on is
somewhat questionable due to a lack of descriptions provided regarding the methodologies used
in each study. In fact, none of the studies provided any indication of having taken significant
measures to ensure the validity and reliability or trustworthiness and dependability of their
instrumentations, data collection methods, and analysis. In addition, most of the studies seemed
to look at the implementation of SBCD superficially. None of them explored SBCD
implementation using particular theories in the literature or placed their discussions and analyses
within the broader contexts of SBCD research field and practice.

Conceptual Framework

This study sought to examine the implementation of SBCD in Indonesia from a
conceptual framework that espouses that the effectiveness of educational change implementation
is affected by three factors: 1) the perceived characteristics of the educational change itself, 2)
the readiness of those responsible for implementing the educational change, and 3) the
environment in which the change implementation takes place. This framework was developed
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based on several change theories: Roger’s Diffusion of Innovation (Ellsworth, 2000; Roger,
2003; Traub, 2009); Ely’s Conditions of Change (Ellsworth, 2000; Ely, 1990, 1999); Zaltman
and Duncan’s (1977) Strategies for Planned Change; Fullan’s New Meaning of Educational
Change (Ellsworth, 2000; Ely, 1999; Fullan, 1994; 2007); Hall and associates’ Concerns-Based
Adoption Model (Ellsworth, 2000; George 2006; George, Hall & Stiegelbauer, 2006; Hall,
Dirksen & George, 2006; Hall, Wallace & Dossett, 1973; Hord, Rutherford, Huling-Austin &
Hall, 1987; Hord, Stiegelbauer, Traub, 2009).

Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation Theory

Rogers’ (2003) Diffusion of Innovations theory, which was first published in 1962,
provides insightful views about how new ideas or innovations infiltrate a population. The crux of
Rogers’ theory is implied by his definition of the word diffusion, which is “a special type of
communication in which an innovation is communicated through certain channels over time
among the members of a social system” (p. 5). Rogers theorized that the diffusion of an
innovation can be explained by the interaction of four components: 1) innovation, 2)
communication channels, 3) time, and 4) social system.
First, innovation is defined by Rogers (2003) as an idea, practice, or object perceived as
new by individuals or other units of adoption. He believes that the rate at which an innovation is
adopted by individuals is influenced by how they perceive its attributes. Rogers subsequently
identified five perceived attributes that typically affect the adoption rate of an innovation: 1)
relative advantage, which is the extent to which an innovation is perceived to be better than other
innovations it replaces; 2) compatibility, which is the extent to which an innovation is perceived
to be congruent with existing values, past experiences, and needs of potential adopters; 3)
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complexity, which is the perception of how difficult comprehending or using an innovation; 4)
triability, which is the extent to which an innovation can be experimented with; and 5)
observability, which refers to the degree to which the result of an innovation is visible to others
(Ellsworth, 2000; Rogers, 2003; Straub, 2009).
Second, communication channel is described in the Diffusion of Innovation theory as the
means and mechanism by which information about a particular innovation is passed from one
individual to another. It can be in the form of direct communication between two or more
individuals, indirect observations of peers and models, exposure through mass media, or
interactive communications over the internet. It is believed that the nature of communication
channels through which information about an innovation is transferred affects the diffusion
process (Ellsworth, 2000; Rogers, 2003; Straub, 2009).
Third, Rogers’ (2003) theory is framed through the context of time. The time dimension
of the theory includes the following components: 1) innovation-decision process, 2)
innovativeness and adopter categories, and 3) adoption rates (Straub, 2009). First, the
innovation-decision process refers to the process through which an individual passes from first
knowledge of an innovation, to the formation of an attitude toward the innovation, to a decision
to adopt or reject, to implementation and use of the new idea, and to confirmation of this
decision. The innovation-decision process consists of five smaller components: 1) knowledge,
which occurs when an individual (or other decision-making unit) is exposed to an innovation’s
existence and gains an understanding of how it functions; 2) persuasion, which occurs when an
individual (or other decision making unit) forms a favorable or an unfavorable attitude toward
the innovation; 3) decision, which occurs when an individual (or other decision making-unit)
engages in activities that lead to a choice to adopt or reject innovation; (4) implementation,
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which occurs when an individual (or other decision-making unit) puts a new idea into use; and 5)
confirmation, which takes place when an individual seeks reinforcement of an innovationdecision already made, but he or she may reverse this previous decision if exposed to conflicting
messages about the innovation. Second, the innovativeness refers to the degree to which an
individual is relatively earlier in adopting new ideas than the other members of a social system.
Meanwhile, the adopter categories refer to the classifications of members of a social system on
the basis of innovativeness (i.e. innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority, and
laggards). It is hypothesized that members of each adopter category have a great deal in common
in terms of personality, socio-economic status, and communication behavior. Finally, the
adoption rate refers to the relative speed with which an innovation is adopted by certain members
of a social system. According to the theory, when the number of adopters of a new innovation is
plotted on a cumulative frequency over time, the resulting distribution is an S-shaped curve. At
first, only a few individuals adopt the innovation in each time period. After that the diffusion
curve begins to climb as more and more people adopt in each succeeding time period. Finally,
the rate of adoption gradually decreases until it levels off (Ellsworth, 2000; Rogers, 2003).
The final element of the theory is social system, which refers to the context, culture, and
environment that an individual is involved in. A social system could be work environments,
organizational groups, informal groups, and all the various subsystems of any of these groups.
Diffusion of an innovation occurs within a social system and, hence, is influenced by the social
structure and norms (Rogers, 2003; Straub, 2009).

Ely’s Condition of Change theory
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Building on the work of Mayhew (1976) on the nature of innovation, change, and reform
in higher education institutions, Ely (1990, 1999) was among the first to focus on the
environmental conditions that affect a change implementation. He recognized that the
characteristics of an innovation are not the only factors affecting its adoption rate. His research
suggested that the environmental factors in which the innovation is to be introduced play an
equally important role in determining the success of a change effort.
Ely (1990, 1999) identified eight of these factors, which he termed as conditions of
change. The first condition is that there must be dissatisfaction with the status quo. In order for
change to be voluntarily adopted and welcomed, the intended adopters must perceive the status
quo to be less comfortable than the change. The second condition is that the people who will
ultimately implement any innovation must possess sufficient knowledge and skills to do the job.
The third condition is that resources required to make the innovation work should be easily
accessible. The fourth condition is the availability of enough time for the people involved in the
change process to learn, adapt, integrate, and reflect on what they are doing. The fifth condition
is related to Rogers’ (2003) notion of relative advantage, which is the availability of rewards and
incentives for being involved in the change process. The sixth condition is participation and
involvement in the change process should be expected and encouraged. The seventh condition is
that all stakeholders that are supposed to be involved the change process should share high levels
of commitment to the change. Finally, the eighth condition is the presence of quality leadership
that would effectively support the change implementation.
Since its publication in 1990, Ely’s Conditions of Change have been validated and used
as framework for studying change implementation in various settings by many studies (Bauder,
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1993; Ellsworth, 1998; Haryono, 1990; Hubbard & Ottoson, 1997; Kaufman & Paulston, 1991;
Marovitz, 1994; Newton, 1992; Riley, 1995; Read, 1996; Stein, 1996)

Zaltman and Duncan’s Strategies for Planned Change theory

Zaltman and Duncan (1977) focused their work on planned social change theory. In their
classic book, Strategies for Planned Change, Zaltman and Duncan laid out four kinds of
approaches to planned change implementation based on the degree of pressure exerted to the
change process: facilitative, re-educative, persuasive, and power. The facilitative strategies are
based on the assumptions that the target group 1) already recognizes the problem, 2) feels the
need for change, 3) is open to external assistance, and 4) is willing to engage in self-help.
Therefore, such strategies focus on making it easier for the target group to implement the change.
The re-educative strategies are based on the assumption that humans are rational beings that are
able to discern facts and, when facts are presented to them, adjust their behavior accordingly.
Hence, a re-educative strategy emphasizes unbiased presentation of facts to provide rational
justification for change implementation. Persuasive strategies are those that attempt to create
changes through reasoning, urging, and inducement. “They can be based in rational appeal and
can reflect facts accurately or be totally false” (p.134). Finally, power strategies are ones that
involve the use of coercion to obtain the target group’s compliance to implement the change. In
selecting the appropriate strategies, various factors should be considered, including perceived
need for change, degree of commitment needed, capacity of the client to accept as well as sustain
change, available resources, segmentation of target system and decision-making stages,
magnitude of change, nature of change, time, and anticipated level of resistance.
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In addition, Zaltman and Duncan (1977) devoted an entire chapter to discussing the
attributes and conditions hindering the implementation of a change process, which they termed
as resistance factors. The premise behind the resistance factors, which largely correspond to
Rogers’ (2003) and Ely’ (1990) theories, is simply that if we know what kinds of resistance exist
to a change project implementation, then we can design appropriate strategies to combat them
(Ellsworth, 2000). Zaltman and Duncan (1977) organized the resistance factors into four major
categories: 1) cultural, 2) social, 3) organizational, and 4) psychological barriers. The first
category, cultural resistance factors, includes barriers that are associated with 1) values and
beliefs, 2) cultural ethnocentrism, 3) saving face, and 4) incompatibility of cultural trait with
change. The second category, social resistance factors, includes barriers that are related to 1)
group solidarity, 3) rejection of outsiders, 4) conformity to norms, (5) conflict, and (6) group
introspection. The third category, organizational resistance factors, include barriers that are
associated with 1) threat to power and influence, 2) organizational structure, 3) behavior of toplevel administrators, 4) climate for change in the organization, and 5) technological barriers. The
last category, psychological resistance factors, includes barriers that are associated with 1)
perception, 2) homeostasis, 3) conformity and commitment, and 4) personality factors.

Fullan’s New Meaning of Educational Change theory

For years, Fullan (1973; 1982; 1983; 1994; 2007) has written extensively about
educational change. For the purpose of the study, however, the discussion in this overview is
mainly based on his seminal work, The New Meaning of Educational Change, which was first
published in 1982. Fullan provides a very thorough view about how educational change works
and what it really means for various stakeholders at different levels. According to Fullan, every
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stakeholder in educational change settings is a potential change agent, either for or against the
change.
Fullan’s (1982, 2007) theory recognizes three broad phases in educational change: 1)
initiation, 2) implementation, and 3) continuation (Ellsworth, 2000). The first phase, initiation, is
the process that leads to and includes the decision to adopt or proceeds with implementation.
Initiation can materialize in various forms, ranging from a decision by single authority to a
broad-based mandate. Fullan presents eight factors commonly associated with the initiation of
change process in education: 1) existence and quality of education; 2) access to information
about innovation; 3) advocacy from central and or School Administration, 4) teacher advocacy;
5) external change agents or facilitators; 6) community pressure, support, or apathy; 7) new
policy and funds provided by the governments; and 8) problem-solving and opportunistic
orientations.
The second phase, implementation, includes the experiences of attempting to put the new
idea or innovation into practice. Fullan (1982, 2007) identified nine critical factors commonly
affecting change implementation and organized them into three main categories related to the 1)
characteristics of innovation or change project, 2) local characteristics, and 3) external factors.
The first category includes factors related to 1) need, 2) clarity, 3) complexity, and 4) quality and
practicality of the program. The second category, local characteristics, refers to factors related to
the roles of local stakeholders: i.e. 1) district administrators, 2) parents and community members,
3) principals, and 4) teachers. The third category, external factors, refers to the influence of
government and other agencies vis-à-vis the change process (Ellsworth, 2000).
The third phase of the change process, continuation, refers to whether the change
implementation develops into the ongoing parts of the system or disappears. Continuation is
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affected by the three categories affecting implementation and other factors: 1) whether the
change is embedded or built into the structure (via legislation, budget, timetable, etc.); 2)
whether the change has generate a critical mass of administrators and teachers who are skillful
and committed to the change; and 3) whether the change established procedures for continuing
assistance (Fullan, 1982, 2007).

Hall and Associates’ Concern-Based Adoption Model (CBAM)

The Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) is a framework for understanding and
managing change in educational settings that was developed during the 1970s and 1980s by Hall
(1973) and other CBAM researchers at the University of Texas Research and Development
Center for Teacher Education (Anderson, 1995). It offers a powerful means for assessing and
tracking the progress of change or innovation implementation at the level of individual adopters.
Underlying the CBAM framework are several assumptions about change in educational settings,
including a) change is a process, not an event; b) understanding the change process in
organization requires an understanding of what happens to individuals as they are involved in the
change process; c) change involves developmental growth in terms of feelings about and skills in
using the innovation; and d) information about the change process collected on an ongoing basis
can be used to facilitate the management and implementation of that change process (Hord,
Rutherford, Huling-Austin & Hall, 1987; Hord, Stiegelbauer, Hall & George, 2006).
Hall and other CBAM developers hypothesized that teachers and others who were
implementing new innovations would go through developmental stages and levels as they
became more familiar with and skillful in using the innovations. Therefore, Hall and other
CBAM developers developed and validated three diagnostic constructs linked to the
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developmental stages and levels to allow change facilitators to prescribe appropriate
interventions: 1) Stages of Concerns (SoC), 2) Levels of Use (LoU), and 3) Innovation
Configuration (IC) (Hord, Rutherford, Huling-Austin & Hall, 1987; Hord, Stiegelbauer, Hall &
George, 2006).
The first construct, Stages of Concern, is concerned with the adopters’ reactions,
attitudes, or feelings toward the implementation of an innovation. The SoC hypothesized the
existence of seven developmental progressions that the intended adopters may go through during
the innovation implementation process:
1. Stage 0 (unconcerned), where the adopters still have very little knowledge about or
interest in the innovation.
2. Stage 1 (informational), where they become interested in learning more about the
innovation and begin searching for more information about it.
3. Stage 2 (personal), where they are concerned about how the innovation implementation
may affect them personally.
4. Stage 3 (management), where they are concerned primarily with managing logistical
issues of putting the innovation into practice.
5. Stage 4 (consequence), where adopters’ concerns shift predominantly toward the impact
of implementing the innovation on other people (e.g. teachers become concerned it may
affect their students).
6. Stage 5 (collaboration), where the intended adopters are concerned about working
together with the other intended adopters to achieve a communal success in implementing
the innovation.
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7. Stage 6 (refocusing), where the adopters are concerned about making major
modifications to the innovation to make it work better or replace it with another kind of
innovation.
Furthermore, the CBAM developers prescribed three common methods for assessing the
intended adopters’ SoC: a) an informal face-to-face conversation; b) a more formal open-ended
statement in which the intended adopters are asked to complete sentences designed to capture
their feelings and concerns; and c) a specifically developed survey called the Stages of Concerns
Questionnaire (George, Hall, & Stiegelbauer, 2006).
While the SoC is concerned with the teachers’ attitudes, emotions, and feelings about
innovation implementation, the second diagnostic construct, Levels of Use (LoU), deals with the
intended adopters’ patterns of behaviors before, during, and after they begin implementing the
innovation (Hall, Dirksen, & George, 2006). Eight general patterns of behavior or profiles that
correspond to the SoC were identified under the LoU:
1. Level 0 (nonuser), which is a state when the intended adopters have very little knowledge
of the new innovation and, therefore, have no involvement with the innovation.
2. Level I (orientation), which is a state in which they decide to seek more information
about the innovation but have not yet made any decisions to implement it.
3. Level II (preparation), which is a state when they are actively preparing to put the new
innovation into practice.
4. Level III (mechanical), which is a state when they begin to implement the new
innovation and are still struggling with the logistical issues and with the acquisition of
new skills needed to implement the innovation effectively.
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5. Level IVA (routine), which is a state when they are able to establish a regular pattern of
use of the innovation and are comfortable with it.
6. Level IVB (refinement), which is a state when they have already established a regular
pattern of use and begun actively assessing the impact or outcome of the innovation.
7. Level V (integration), which is a state when the adopters begin collaborating with other
intended adopters to maximize results.
8. Level VI (renewal), which is a state when the adopters eventually may want to make
major changes to the innovation and/or explore alternative innovations.
The CBAM framework also prescribes two methods of determining the intended
adopters’ LoU profiles: 1) focused interview and 2) a combination of observation and informal
questioning (Hall, Dirksen, & George, 2006; Hord, Rutherford, Huling-Austin, & Hall, 1987).
For the focused interview, the CBAM developers have created a standardized interview protocol
organized in a branching format around the eight levels of the LoU construct.
The third CBAM construct, Innovation Configuration (IC), is concerned with the way the
intended adopters actually adopt the innovation relative to the way they should as originally
envisioned by its developers. This construct is based on the recognition that individual adopters
often implement the same innovation in different ways, depending on their level of
understanding of the innovation as well as their immediate contexts. To measure the IC
dimension of an innovation implementation, the CBAM developers prescribed the development
of a diagnostic instrument called the Innovation Configuration Map (Hord, Rutherford, HulingAustin, & Hall, 1987; Hord, Stiegelbauer, Hall, & George, 2006). The IC map is essentially a
rubric-like table that specifies the principle components of an innovation and the range of
possible variations that might be expected when the innovation is put into practice, which can be
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applied to gather data about how the intended adopters use the innovation via observation,
interview, or self-reported IC mapping.

Elements Affecting Change Implementation

Reflecting on the five change theories and models, the researcher concluded that the
success and/or failure of change project implementation is affected by numerous factors or
elements that can be aggregated into three categories: 1) the perceived characteristics of the
change project, 2) the characteristics of individuals responsible for implementing the project, and
3) the perceived characteristics of the environment of the implementation.
With regard to the perceived characteristics of the change project, Rogers’ (2003)
Innovation and Diffusion theory viewed that the diffusion of an innovation is influenced by how
it is perceived by its intended adopters in terms of the five areas he described: relative advantage,
compatibility, complexity, triability, and observability. Similarly, Fullan (2007) mentioned the
four characteristics of change that potentially contribute to the success of a change
implementation: need, clarity, complexity, and quality and practicality. In considering which of
the four strategies for planned change to use, Zaltman and Duncan (1977) also put forth several
factors to consider: perceived need, magnitude change, and nature of change. These factors are
very similar to change characteristics expressed by Rogers and Fullan (i.e., compatibility,
complexity, quality and practicality). In addition, some of Zalman and Duncan’s (1977)
resistance to change factors (e.g., incompatibility with cultural traits, threat to power and
influence) also can be attributed to change characteristics. Finally, at least two of Ely’s (1990,
1999) conditions of change (i.e., dissatisfaction with the status quo and rewards and incentives)
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are indirectly related to change characteristics and correspond to the Fullan’s and Zaltman and
Duncan’s “need for change” and Rogers’ “relative advantage.”
With regard to the characteristics of people responsible for change project
implementation, Rogers (2003) classified members of a social system into five categories (e.g.,
innovators, early adopters, early majority, later majority, laggards) based on their innovativeness.
Meanwhile, Fullan (2007) viewed every stakeholder as a potential change agent, either for or
against the change process, and wrote extensively about the roles of each stakeholder group.
Fullan (1994, 2007) believed that substantial change can happen only when the stakeholders take
action to alter their environment. Hall (1973, 2006) and other CBAM researchers also focused
their theory on the individuals involved in the change process. They believed that to be able to
understand and manage a change implementation process; it is necessary to look closely at what
happens to the intended adopters. Further, Hall and colleagues theorized the developmental
stages that individuals go through as they are involved in the implementation process. Next,
Zaltman and Duncan (1977) also recognized the need to understand characteristics of the target
group (i.e., segmenting the target system and decision making stages) when selecting appropriate
change strategies. Finally, at least three of Ely’s (1990, 1999) conditions of change (i.e., the
existence of knowledge and skills, commitment, and shared decision-making and participation)
are related to the characteristics of the people that are involved in the change implementation
process.
Pertaining to the characteristics of the environment of change implementation, Rogers
(2003) wrote that the diffusion of innovation is influenced by communication channels, or nature
of the means and mechanism by which an innovation is communicated and by the social system,
or the context, culture, and environment in which individuals are involved. Although some of
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Ely’s conditions of educational change are closely related to the characteristics of change
projects and stakeholders, they are all primarily concerned with the environment of change. Ely
(1990, 1999) theorized that the success and failure of a change implementation is affected by the
eight factors that he attributed to environment of the implementation. Similarly, most of the
factors that Zaltman and Duncan (1977) categorized into cultural, organizational, and social
barriers to change implementation deal with the environments of change (e.g., cultural
ethnocentrism, organizational culture, climate for change, group solidarity, conformity to norms,
etc.). Some of the factors they suggested in considering appropriate strategies for planned change
implementation (e.g., degree of commitment, resources available to change agent, time
requirement, and capacity to accept and sustain change) resemble some conditions in Ely’s
theory. Finally, Fullan (2007) argued that the roles of all local stakeholders and the influence of
the government and other external agencies, together with the characteristics of the change
project, determine the degree of change project implementation (for more detailed description of
the three categories in which the five change theories meet, see Appendix A).
Therefore, to understand how an educational change project is implemented, one needs to
investigate each of the elements that are associated with the three categories mentioned (i.e., the
perceived characteristics of the change project, the characteristics of individuals responsible for
implementing the project, and the perceived characteristics of the environment of the
implementation).
For the purpose of this study, the elements that fall into the three categories include the
following items.
Under the first category (perceived characteristics of change):
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1. Need, which refers to the extent to which the change is wanted by the people
responsible for implementing or adopting it.
2. Clarity, which refers to the extent to which the goals and means of the change
implementation is understood by those responsible for implementing or adopting it.
3. Complexity, which refers to the difficulty level or the extent of change required of
individuals responsible for implementing the change project.
4. Quality, which refers to degree of excellence or worth of the change project.
Under the second category (characteristics people responsible for implementation):
1. Willingness, which refers to the extent to which the individuals involved agree or are
inclined to accept their role in the change implementation without force or coercion
2. Ability, which refers to whether or not the individuals responsible for implementing
the change have the knowledge and skills required.
a. Under the third category (characteristics of the implementation environment):
1. Resources, which refers to availability of all the means required to support the change
implementation.
2. Time, which refers to the availability of time for acquiring the knowledge and skills,
planning for use, adapting, integrating and reflecting upon what have been done in the
implementation process.
3. Rewards and incentives, which refers to whether there is something positive or
negative given to motivate the individuals responsible for the change implementation
to play their respective roles.
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4. Participation, which refers the extent to which there is a shared decision-making,
communication, and collaboration among all stakeholders during the implementation
process
5. Commitment, which refers to a condition that demonstrates firm and visible
endorsement and continuing support from all stakeholders, especially from those in
leadership position.
6. Leadership, which refers to the capacity or effectiveness of those in the leadership
positions to lead in the change implementation process.
The investigation of local stakeholders’ involvement in SBCD in elementary schools in this
study will be shaped by the researcher’s understanding of the twelve elements.

CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this case study was to thoroughly investigate local stakeholders’
involvement in the School-Based Curriculum Development (SBCD) policy implementation in
five elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia. The data collection and
analysis in the study were guided by the following research question and subquestions:
Central question: “How did local stakeholders in five elementary schools in a city in the
southeastern region of Indonesia develop and implement their school-based curriculum?”
Sub-questions:
1. What were the processes of developing school-based curriculum in the five
elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia?
2. What were the processes of implementing school-based curriculum in the five
elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia?
3. Who was involved in the processes of developing and implementing school-based
curriculum in the five elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of
Indonesia and to what extent?
4. What were the elements that facilitated SBCD policy implementation in the five
elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia?
5. What were the challenges of implementing SBCD policy in the five elementary
schools in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia?
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Research Design

To answer the research questions, an interpretive qualitative case study design was
used. Qualitative research is characterized by attributes such as natural settings, researcher as
the key instrument of data collection, use of multiple data sources, inductive analysis process,
emergent design, focus on learning participants’ meaning of an issue or problem, use of certain
theoretical lens, and holistic account (Creswell, 2007; Merriam, 2009).
A case study is “an in-depth description and analysis of a bounded system” (Meriam,
2009, p. 40). It is generally used by researchers to produce detailed descriptions of a
phenomenon, develop possible explanation of it, or evaluate it (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007;
Merriam, 1988; Stake, 1995). One of the special features of a case study is that it is heuristic,
which means that it can illuminate the readers’ understanding of the phenomenon under study;
that it can facilitate the discovery of new meaning, extend the readers’ experience, or confirm
what is already known. The heuristic quality of a case study makes it very useful in explaining
the reasons for a problem, the background of a situation, what happen, and why, which are
relevant to purpose of the proposed study (Merriam, 2009).
In an interpretive case study, researchers provide a detailed description of a
phenomenon and then use the descriptive data to develop a theory or illustrate, support, or
challenge theoretical assumptions held by the researchers prior to data gathering (Merriam,
1990). In this study, the researcher examined local stakeholders’ involvement in developing
and implementing school-based curriculum using a theoretical framework based on several
existing theories of change implementation (Ely, 1990; Fullan, 2007; Hall, Wallace & Dossett,
1973; Rogers, 1962; and Zaltman and Duncan, 1977) to understand the possible elements that
helped shape the SBCD policy implementation.
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Population and Sampling

The schools involved in this study were located in a city of approximately 400,000
people in the southeastern part of Indonesia. There was a total of 332 schools in the area; 179
(54%) of which were elementary schools (SIAP, 2012). To make the study manageable, the
researcher focused on local stakeholder involvement in SBCD implementation in five
elementary schools only.
Criterion sampling was used in selecting elementary schools that would be included in
this study. Criterion sampling is a method of sampling in which the researcher establishes
certain criteria and then finds cases that match those criteria to be included in the study
investigation (Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 1988; Mertens, 2010). The criteria used in this study
included:
•

the elementary school must be physically located within the three sub-district areas
of the city, preferably somewhat evenly distributed.

•

the elementary school must be under jurisdiction of the city education office, i.e.
Dinas Dikpora.

•

the elementary school must have been involved in some form of SBCD activities
within the last three academic years.

•

the elementary school must have extra-curricular program activities.

•

the elementary school must have sufficient number of potential participants to be
included the study.

However, the final decision regarding which elementary schools the researcher could
have access to for conducting this study was made by the local education authority, i.e. Dinas
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Dikpora. Based on the criteria proposed, the Secretary of Dinas Dikpora then recommended
and helped the researcher to contact leaders of five elementary schools in the area, all of whom
agreed to participate. To protect participants’ anonymity, the five elementary schools involved
in this study are referred to simply as Schools A, B, C, D, and E.
The locations of the five elementary schools were spread somewhat evenly across the
three main areas of the city: two on the east side of the city, two in the central area of the city,
and one on the west side of the city. Despite their different geographic locations, the five
elementary schools shared some similarities: they were all public, secular/mainstream schools
that had good academic reputations in the area. In fact, three of the schools (Schools A, B, and
C) were once piloted to be model schools by the previous mayor; while another one (School E)
was designed to be an international school. This also means that those schools might have been
allocated more resources by the government than any other schools in the city. More details
about the portrait of each of the five schools are presented in the following Table 2.
As Table 2 reads, the student population in the five schools varied widely, from only
263 in School E to 943 in School B; the number classes also varied, from 12 to 27. The class
sizes in each school were quite big, with the exception of School E, with an overall average of
32.2 students per class.
There was a total 183 teachers in the five schools, which did not seem to be evenly
distributed across the five schools, ranging from 16 in School C to 60 in School A.
Consequently, teacher-student ratio in each school varied widely, from 4.4 in School E to 25.8
in School C. The majority of teachers in the five schools had a bachelor’s degree.
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Table 2
School Portraits

A
496
16
31
30

Student total
Number of classes
Average class size
Teacher total
Teachers’ educational
qualifications
- associates
3
- bachelors
26
- graduate
1
Teacher-student ratio
16.5
Non-teaching staff total
3
Non-teaching staff’s
educational qualifications
- GED or equivalent
0
- associates or higher
3
Accreditation category
A
National exam
- average score
8.34
- total participants
92
- total who passed
92
Note: n.d. = no data; n.a. = not applicable

B
943
27
35
55

Schools
C
D
412
592
12
15
34
39
16
22

2
53
0
17.1
4

2
14
0
25.8
6

n.d.
n.d.
n.d.
26.9
2

17
43
0
4.4
18

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
14.8
33

0
4
A

1
5
A

0
2
A

1
17
A

2
31
A

8.65
171
171

7.77
78
78

8.14
86
86

8.46
24
24

8.27
451
451

E
Overall
263
2706
12
82
22
32.2
60
183

In terms of academic standing, the five schools were considered well-performing
schools. All of them received an A status in the accreditation category, which was the highest
status. In addition, all of the five schools demonstrated high national exam scores, ranging from
7.77 to 8.65 on a scale of 0 to 10. The five schools had been consistently listed among the top
ten elementary schools in the area with the highest average national examination scores.
The participants in the study included a wide range of local stakeholders: a) principals,
b) teachers (i.e. classroom teachers, subject-specific teachers, and extra-curricular
coordinators), c) parents and School Committee members, and d) officials from the local
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education office or Dinas Dikpora. The participants were males and females between the ages
of 28 and about 65, the majority of whom held educational qualifications equivalent to a
bachelor’s degree.
Purposeful sampling was used in selecting the participants in this study. To identify and
recruit the participants, first, the Secretary of Dinas Dikpora introduced the researcher to the
principals of the elementary schools involved in this study. After that, the principals introduced
the researcher to potential participants in their schools. In some cases, based on information
given by the researcher, the principals directly selected potential participants of the study.

Data Collection

To achieve a high level trustworthiness in this case study, four types of data collection
were used: 1) semi-structured interviews, 2) focus groups, 3) observations, and 4) documents.
Further details about these data collection techniques are provided in the following sections.

Semi-Structured Interviews

The semi-structured interviews were aimed at generating participants’ views of their
engagement in school-based curriculum development and implementation. The questions asked
during the interviews concerned their experiences with activities and events related to SBCD
activities as well as their perceptions of SBCD policy itself and of the conditions under which it
was implemented. The development of interview questions was guided by the theoretical
framework used in this study which is shaped by a number of change theories (Ely, 1990;
Fullan, 1982; Hall, Wallace & Dossett, 1973; Rogers, 1962; and Zaltman and Duncan, 1977).
The questions asked during the semi-structured interview are presented in Appendix B.
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The interviews were conducted with a wide range of local stakeholders, including
classroom teachers; subject-specific teachers; extra-curricular coordinators; parents or school
committee members; principals or vice principals; the head of the Curriculum Unit of the Dinas
Dikpora; and the secretary of the Dinas Dikpora. A total of 26 people were interviewed for the
study. A short profile of each interviewee is presented in Appendix C. Each interview was
recorded with a digital voice recorder and saved in an MP-3 file format. The average length of
each interview was approximately one hour.

Focus Groups

The focus groups were conducted to capture more information about the teachers’
involvement in SBCD-related activities as well as their perceptions and attitudes about the
policy. The topics discussed in the focus groups included the advantages and disadvantages of
SBCD implementation, conditions facilitating and inhibiting SBCD implementation, and the
readiness of local stakeholders to take on their respective roles in SBCD implementation. The
prompts or questions asked during the focus groups are provided in Appendix D.
One focus group was conducted in each school. The participants of the focus groups
consisted of six to twelve teachers. Some of the teachers also served as extracurricular program
coordinators. Recruitment of the focus group participants and the interview participants was
facilitated by the principal in each school. Each focus group lasted from one hour to one hour
and fifteen minutes. Each focus group was recorded using a digital voice recorder and was
saved in an MP-3 file format.
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Observations

The observations were aimed at gathering data about school-based curriculum
development and implementation activities or other events and conditions that might be related
to the SBCD activities in each school. Twenty observations were conducted during the
fieldwork, covering four areas of focus: a) professional development meetings and in-service
trainings, b) classroom instructional process, c) extra-curricular program, and d) the learning
environment/setting. During the observations, the researcher assumed the role of a nonparticipant observer. To record the information gathered from the observations, field notes were
taken during the observations or soon after that when time allowed using notebooks and
observation protocols that had been developed for this project. The observation protocol is
presented in Appendix E.

Documents

A number of documents were collected and reviewed for the study. The notion of
documents used in this study is based on Merriam’s (1988; 2009) definition of the term, which
refers to a wide range of written, visual, digital, and physical materials relevant to the study. In
this study, the documents included 1) copies of the official school-based curriculum documents,
including syllabi and lesson plans as well as other related instructional planning documents
such as annual and semester plans [program semester and program tahunan], remedial and
enrichment program [program remedial and pengayaaan]; 2) electronic copies of each school’s
self-evaluation data [Evaluasi Diri Sekolah = EDS], 3) electronic copies of each school’s
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accreditation data; 4) field notes; 5) each school’s monthly report, and 6) photos and video clips
of extracurricular activities and other events given by some of the schools.

Data Analysis

As in other types of qualitative studies, the analysis process in this study was an
ongoing process, which started from the data-gathering stage to the time when this research
was written. According to Merriam (1988), simultaneous data collection and analysis allow the
researcher to direct the data collection process more productively and develop a database that is
more relevant.
After the field work was completed, all the raw data were organized and prepared for
further analysis. The interview and focus group recordings were transcribed. Prior to coding the
data, the researcher read through all the transcripts and reviewed all the artifacts to develop a
general understanding of all the data and memo ideas.
The transcripts and artifacts were then imported into Nvivo 10 to facilitate the analysis
process. Next, the data were coded using multiples coding techniques, including structural
coding, descriptive coding, initial coding, and attribute coding (Saldana, 2009). A constant
comparative method (Glaser, 1965) was applied throughout the coding process to facilitate the
development of common categories and themes. At this stage, each code was classified into
categories, which were then further classified into bigger categories or collapsed into themes.
In addition, the coded data were explored using multiple query techniques in Nvivo 10 (e.g.,
text search, word frequency, coding query, and matrix-coding query) as well as manually
through analytical memos.
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Summary

This chapter presented the methodologies of the study. The purpose of this study was to
investigate local stakeholders’ involvement in the School-Based Curriculum Development
(SBCD) policy implementation in five elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region
of Indonesia. The central question was “how did local stakeholders in five elementary schools
in a city in the southeastern region of Indonesia develop and implement their school-based
curriculum?” To answer this research questions, an interpretive qualitative case study design
was used. Participants of the study consisted of school principals, teachers, parents and school
committee members, and key officials from the local education authority. The data collection
strategies used in this study included interviews, focus groups, observations, and documents.
The data obtained were analyzed qualitatively using a constant comparative method. Nvivo 10
was also used to facilitate the analysis process.

CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
The purpose of this case study was to examine how local stakeholders in five elementary
schools in a municipality in a southeastern region of Indonesia were involved in implementing a
School-Based Curriculum Development (SBCD) policy. The central question posed in this study
was “How did local stakeholders in five elementary schools in a city in the southeastern region
of Indonesia develop and implement their school-based curriculum?” This question was then
broken down into the following sub-questions:
1. What were the processes of developing school-based curriculum in the five
elementary schools in a city in the southeastern part of Indonesia?
2. What were the processes of implementing school-based curriculum in the five
elementary schools in a city in the southeastern part of Indonesia?
3. Who was involved in the processes of developing and implementing school-based
curriculum in the five elementary schools in a city in the southeastern part of
Indonesia and to what extent?
4. What were the elements that facilitate SBCD policy implementation in the five
elementary schools in a city in the southeastern part of Indonesia?
5. What were the challenges of implementing SBCD policy in the five elementary
schools in a city in the southeastern part of Indonesia?
Finding the answers to these questions provided valuable insight into how the local
stakeholders were engaged in SBCD and how the policy translated into practice at the local level.
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This chapter presents key findings of the study, which were organized around the
research questions. For the sake of readers’ understanding, the data provided in support of the
findings have been translated from Indonesian into English. To maintain the confidentiality of
information collected from participants in this study, all names and other identifying information
have been removed or replaced with pseudonyms.

Research Question # 1: What were the Processes of Developing School-Based Curriculum in the
Five Elementary Schools in a City in The Southeastern Part of Indonesia?

The processes of developing a school-based curriculum in the five schools involved a
series of activities aimed at translating the national standards into a set of instructional planning
documents, simply known as the dokumen satu and dokumen dua [document one and document
two, respectively]. These activities typically consisted of curriculum development workshops,
small-group teacher collaboration, and individual teacher curriculum activities. The following
sections describe this point further.

The Dokumen Satu and Dokumen Dua

Analyses of the interview, focus group, and document data suggested that the final goal
of SBCD activities in each school was the development of an official curriculum document that
consisted of two parts, simply known in the field as the dokumen satu and the dokumen dua or
the buku satu and the buku dua [document one and document two or book one and book two,
respectively]. The following exchange taken from a focus group conducted with teachers of
School B substantiated such assertion.
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Participant 1 : Sir, actually all these fellows were involved in SBCD processes. Everyone
was involved in the process, except when constructing dokumen satu. So, if
you ask if we participated in SBCD, I think the answer ‘yes’. The question
should be whether we participated in constructing dokumen satu or
dokumen dua. In developing dokumen dua, everyone did participate.
Participants : Yes [multiple responses from some other participants indicating their
agreement]
Researcher : The dokumen dua contains lesson plans, syllabi, correct?
Participants : Hu-um, yes. Syllabi and lesson plans [several similar responses at once].
Participant 2 : Those are the ones that need to be collected from every classroom.
Responding to the researcher’s question about their participation in SBCD process in
their school, the participants indicated that that there were two kinds of curriculum development
activities: one that was conducted for the purpose of developing dokumen satu, in which only
some of them participated; and another one that was conducted for the purpose of developing
dokumen dua, which contained syllabi and lesson plans, and in which all of them participated.
Content analysis of the school-based curriculum artifacts collected from each school
indicated that the dokumen satu, which was regarded as the main curriculum document,
essentially contained statements or descriptions about the schools’ visions and missions,
curriculum structure and contents, and academic calendars. Meanwhile, the dokumen dua
generally contained syllabi and lesson plans for all subjects taught in each grade level and was
considered as an addendum to the dokumen satu. Therefore, the SBCD process in each echool
entailed making decisions regarding instructional matters, such as educational goal, program of
study, scope of content and material, instructional method, assessment technique, learning
indicators, etc.
However, further analyses of the collected curriculum documents as well as the policy
documents governing SBCD implementation suggested that in developing the dokumen satu and
the dokumen dua, schools were expected to follow rules and guidelines provided by the
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government. In line with this analysis, Mr. Syarifudin, who was the head of Curriculum Division
within the Dinas Dikpora [the City Education Office], gave the following comment when
responding to the researcher’s question about the role of his office in SBCD implementation:
Now that the ministry of education regulation number 22 of 2006 has been in effect, the
central government provides only the national standards, which schools later have to
translate into the dokumen satu and dokumen dua. Now, what is our role here? The role
of the Dinas Dikpora, especially for elementary and junior school levels, is to – [verify].
First the curriculum documents need to be approved by principals and School
Committees, and then by the head of the Dinas Dikpora, or by the head of the provincial
education office in the case of high schools.
As mentioned by Mr. Syarifuddin, since the Ministry of National Education regulation
No. 22 of 2006 on the Content Standards had been decreed, the central government stopped
providing a ready-to-use curriculum for elementary and secondary schools. Instead schools were
required to develop their own curriculum, i.e. dokumen satu and dokumen dua, based on the
national standards provided and noted that his department was responsible for verifying those
documents before being sanctioned for implementation by the head of Dinas Dikpora.

The Workshop

One of the main steps in SBCD processes in each school was conducting something
called the “workshop.” How this workshop was conducted in each school seemed to vary. In
some schools, the primary purpose of conducting a workshop was the construction of the
dokumen satu, which outlined the schools’ visions and missions, curriculum structure and
contents, and their academic calendars. Such a workshop was conducted involving teachers and
the principal as well as other local stakeholders outside the school, as depicted in the following
interview excerpt:
Researcher: Have you been involved in SBCD process in this school, sir?
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Amrin:
Researcher:
Amrin:
Researcher:
Amrin:

Researcher:
Amrin:
Researcher:
Amrin:

Yes. I have. In fact, I was a member of the curriculum development
committee.
What was the process like?
The school-based curriculum was developed through a workshop. I mean
the development of dokumen satu was done through a workshop.
What is in the dokumen satu?
The dokumen satu includes things such as curriculum structure, curriculum
contents, school’s vision and mission statements, and then_ I think that’s all.
Oh, and it also contains the School Calendar. Meanwhile, the dokumen dua
only deals with the day-to-day operation in the classroom.
So, what were the steps taken in the SBCD process?
The process involved many local stakeholders, not just from the school,
Principal, teachers, School Committee members…
Members of the School Committee were involved?
Certainly. The School Committee was involved because it is our bridge to
the parents and the local community. We need to communicate to them
“these are our programs for the entire school year,” especially if the
programs need additional funding that cannot be covered by our limited
budget. The only element that was not included in the SBCD process was
the students.

As depicted in the above excerpt, Mr. Amrin, who was a teacher and member of the
curriculum development committee in School B, explained that the SBCD process in his school
was conducted through a mechanism called “workshop.” He added that the target of this
workshop was the construction of the dokumen satu. Mr. Amrin also mentioned that the
workshop involved elements from both within the School And outside, i.e. school committee
members. He explained that the inclusion of school committee members in the workshop was
necessary because they served as the liaison between the school and the parents and local
community.
Consistent with Mr. Amrin’s statement, Mrs. Ainun, the principal of School B, reiterated
the participation of various local stakeholder elements in the workshop when describing the
SBCD process in School B:
Researcher: Going back to the issue of school-level curriculum, how was it developed?
What are the stages involved, if any?
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Ainun:

Yes. The first step is… Well, we already have the Content Standards as a
foundation to build on. The first step is I invited the local stakeholders,
especially… What’s up? [A staff member came in the principal office and
delivered a message. The interview resumed shortly after] I am sorry for the
interruption.
Researcher: It’s OK, he-he-he (laugh). So, who was involved in the process?
Ainun:
Principal, teachers, subject teachers – by subject teacher, sir, I mean
Religious Studies teachers, Sports teachers. We also have here grade-level
teachers and Arts, Culture, Craftsmanship teachers. And then [we also
invited] the Dinas Dikpora oversight representative, and then we also have
an academician from our local university here – Mr. Tauhid – and then the
head of the School Committee, and then from local religious and community
leaders… What we are really interested in hearing from them is their ideas
with regard to the local contents – what would be the most appropriate? We
want to hear from them as well as from our own team.
Researcher: After everyone is invited, what was the next process like?
Ainun:
So, we have their inputs, right? Then, my curriculum development team
would construct a draft based on those inputs. After that, we summoned a
meeting again to solicit their feedback. And then, we finalized it.
Researcher: Any references or guidelines to be used in the process?
Ainun:
Certainly, the one from BSNP and then the Content Standards.
Mrs. Ainun explained that the purpose of engaging multiple local stakeholder groups was
to seek their input regarding the local content subjects to be included in the curriculum. In
addition, Mrs. Ainun briefly explained that the process of developing dokumen satu in her school
did not mean creating a new curriculum document from scratch, but it was done by building on
the template or model provided by the Board of National Standards of Education [Badan Standar
Nasiona Pendidikan, or BSNP]. Thus, the SBCD process conducted in her school was an attempt
to elaborate the national standards, particularly the content standard, into dokumen satu.
In some other schools, the workshop was primarily conducted as a means to provide
teachers with training related to SBCD. This purpose was indicated by Mrs. Endang, who was a
teacher in School E, in the following interview excerpt:
Researcher:

Going back the SBCD, could you tell me what the process was like? You
mentioned that a lecturer, teachers, School Committee members were
engaged in the process.

Endang:
Researcher:
Endang:
Researcher:
Endang:

Researcher:
Endang:
Researcher:
Endang:
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Oh, yes. In the beginning there was a workshop, in which a speaker gave a
presentation.
Who was the speaker?
It was Mr. Edo.
Is he a faculty member of the local university?
Mr. Edo is from Mathematics Education Department [at the university]. I
think he might be doing his PhD or Masters’ degree in Malang University
too. There was also Mr. Made, I don’t remember his full name, who
worked with our pre-elementary school program in this school. Also
present at the time was Mrs. Supriyanti, our deputy director, who was also
a faculty member of English Education Department at the same university.
You probably know her.
Yes. She was my lecturer.
Mrs. Supriyanti helped develop our English program in this school.
After the presentations, then happened next?
After that we had a discussion about the syllabus. We had a long
discussion about the syllabus. Then, we were tasked to develop our own
syllabus, which ended up being not too different from the one in the
Content Standards provided by the BSNP. As teachers, our horizon is very
still very limited. The curriculum development should be done by, you
know the experts.

Mrs. Endang recounted that the SBCD workshop in her School Began with a type of
professional development program featuring speakers affiliated with the local university. During
the process, there were presentations related to SBCD activities, followed by long discussions
about syllabus development. After that, teachers were divided into small groups to develop their
syllabi. So, despite variations in each school, the workshop generally took two different formats:
a) meeting with the local stakeholders to develop the dokumen satu and b) a professional
development program for teachers involved in the SBCD activities.

Small-Group Teacher Collaboration

As described by Mrs. Endang earlier, following the curriculum development workshop,
teachers in her school were divided into small groups to work on developing their syllabi. This
stage constituted the second layer of SBCD activities, namely small-group teacher collaboration
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in SBCD process. Teachers were often divided into small groups, usually based on grade levels
or subject areas, in attempt to further translate the national standards into actionable instructional
plans in the form of syllabi, which later would be compiled with lesson plans to make up the
dokumen dua. This type of activity was described by several interviewees (Kusumawati,
Abudullah, Tirtawati, Ambarsari, Ainun, and Aisyah). For instance, responding to the
researcher’s question about school-based curriculum development process in her school, Mrs.
Kusumawati, a teacher in School B, said:
1st grade teachers worked with other 1st grade teachers, 2nd grade teacher worked with
other 2nd grade teachers. Initially, the principal briefed us. Then, we were divided into
groups. I taught Islamic Studies, so I worked with other religious studies teachers since
we belong to the same forum.
She and other teachers in her school were assigned to small groups based on grade levels or
subjects they taught during the school-based curriculum development process in her school.
Mr. Abdullah, a subject teacher in School E, also recounted a similar experience when
describing the SBCD process in his school. He said:
We worked in teams. We were divided into groups. If I remember correctly, I was in the
international content curriculum group, namely the natural science group. First, we
conducted mapping, where we identified all of the materials from the Content Standard.
We took all of them. Then, from the Cambridge curriculum, if we found something that
we could adapt, we would adapt them. If we still had time, we would adopt other contents
or materials that were not covered in the standards. So, we mapped out the contents first.
After that, we started developing the syllabus…
Mr. Abdullah’s team was assigned to work on developing syllabi for an international science
program in the School By integrating the science learning standards prescribed in the Content
Standards with the Cambridge science curriculum [The Cambridge Primary curriculum
framework for science developed by Cambridge International Examinations, which is owned and
managed by Cambridge Assessment Department of the University of Cambridge, England]. To
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complete this task, his team first needed to identify and then adopt the competencies required by
the national standards for the science curriculum. Next, they looked at the Cambridge science
curriculum framework or syllabus to identify any content that could be adopted or adapted. And
after that, they continued to develop the syllabi for the international science program.
Mrs. Tirtawati, a teacher in School A, also provided a similar account when asked about
SBCD process in her school:
Researcher : Were you involved in SBCD processes?
Tirtawati : Yes. All of us were.
Researcher : What was the process like?
Tirtawati : During the SBCD?
Researcher : Yes.
Tirtawati : We received a reference from the central government. We then processed it
together with our teams.
Researcher : How long did the process take place?
Tirtawati : It’s dependent on each situation. It’s not the same for each year. But, we
normally do it in the beginning of the school year, such as now. Sometimes,
the principal would give us two weeks to work on it. Then he would say, you
know, “Let’s get together and present what we have.”
Researcher : There were presentation sessions?
Tirtawati : Yes.
Researcher : So, each person has…
Tirtawati : ...representatives. For instance, for Indonesian language subject group, etc.
It seemed that teachers in School A were also divided into small groups and were given about
two weeks to translate the national standards into actionable instructional plans. After that,
according Mrs. Tirtawati, each team would reconvene to present the results of their teamwork to
the entire group.
Meanwhile, focus group data obtained from Schools A, B, and E also suggested similar
findings. For instance, in line with Mrs. Tirtawati’s explanation, focus group participants in
School A also expressed that they were assigned to groups based on grade levels or subjects they
taught. “All of us had our own section. We were divided into groups. As for me, I was in the
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special section [referring the Local Content curriculum development and extra-curricular
program],” said a local content curriculum teacher, who also served as an extracurricular
program coordinator in the school.
Finally, the development of syllabi through small-group collaboration among teachers
was in line with the guidelines provided by the central government through the Ministry of
Education Regulations No. 19 of 2007, on Educational Management Standards, and No 41 of
2007 on Process Standards. Both regulations stipulate that, among other things, syllabus
development is part of the individual teacher’s responsibility that can be done either individually
or in groups through same-subject teacher discussion groups or similar forums, at school or the
district level.

Individual Teacher Curriculum Development Activities

In conjunction with the SBCD workshop and the small-group collaboration, teachers in
the five schools were also engaged in a more individual type of curriculum development
activities by independently developing lesson plans and related instructional documents (e.g.,
annual plan, semester plan, remedial, and enrichment plan). These activities constituted the third
layer of school-based curriculum development process and were indicated in a number of
interviews, focus groups, and documents. For instance, in explaining the 2012-2013 SBCD
process, Mr. Abdullah of School E mentioned that he and other teachers in his school were
instructed to prepare syllabi, lesson plans, and other related instructional documents during the
school year break. He said, “Actually, during the break we were assigned to work individually at
home. When we come back we will have a discussion with our team. After that, we are going to
have a panel discussion.” Similarly, Mrs. Kusumawati of School B said:
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Before the holidays, we had been instructed by the principal to prepare lesson plans,
syllabi, and other administrative paperwork. I have completed only a portion of them so
far, because I am teaching 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, and 6th grades, one class in each grade level. I
have only completed the portion part for 6th grade.
Focus group data obtained from Schools A, C, D, and E also suggested that many
teachers worked independently, especially in developing lesson plans and other required
instructional documents. In doing so; however, many teachers said that they rarely started from
scratch. Instead, they mostly adopted and adapted existing samples and models that were
available from textbooks, training materials from the government, the internet, and colleagues.
The Process Standard had stated that teachers were required to develop syllabi and lesson plans
for the subjects or grade levels they taught. The Process Standard also mentioned that teachers
can develop their syllabi independently or by themselves with other teachers in Kelompok Kerja
Guru (KKG) [teacher work group] similar forum.

Annual Review and Revision

According to some policy documents related to SBCD (i.e. Content Standards, Process
Standards, and Management Standards, and the General Guideline for School-Based Curriculum
Development and Implementation), the school-based curriculum development activities were
supposed to be conducted annually before the beginning of each new school year. This
stipulation was intended to allow for constant review and revision of the curriculum documents
to accommodate potential changes at school, which might have implications on classroom
instructions.
A review of the dokumen dua and the dokumen dua collected from each school suggested
that, in adherence to the stipulation, the formal SBCD activities in the five schools seemed to
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have been conducted annually, as indicated by the approval pages or sections included in those
documents that were signed and dated in either June or July of 2010 and 2011. In addition, half
of the total interviewees (13 out 26) also provided similar accounts. For instance, Mr. Syarifudin,
the head of the Curriculum Unit in the Dinas Dikpora [the City Education Office], commented:
Nowadays, it’s all about decentralization – returning autonomy to schools so that
curriculum can be tuned to fit the changing School Conditions. Thus, every year, before
the start of a new school year, the local stakeholders at school start the review processes
of the existing curriculum. For example, upon having the national exit examination, they
find out that their areas of weaknesses are such and such. How to overcome it? They
perform contextual analysis of the curriculum, which then will allow them to identify the
solution and then implement it. Therefore, the curriculum has to be reviewed every year.
According to Mr. Syarifudin, the spirit of decentralization underlying the implementation
of the SBCD policy requires schools to revisit their curricula every year, especially at the end of
a school year, to assess whether the curricula are still relevant to the current school conditions.
In line with what Mr. Syarifudin said, Mr. Zaini, a fifth grade teacher in School C, replied
as follows when responding to the researcher’s question about the SBCD process in his school:
As far as I know, we revise the curriculum every year. Usually, present in that process are
the oversight representative from the Dinas Dikpora and the School Committee. The
component of the curriculum has to include the five mandatory subjects, the local
content, as well as internationally or globally oriented subjects, such as English. That’s
why we have Sasak and English languages taught in this school, as well as the
information and communication technology.
According to Mr. Zaini, his school revised its curriculum annually. He also mentioned that the
process of revising the curriculum usually involves other elements beside teachers and the
principals, i.e. oversight representative from Dinas Dikpora and School Committee members.
Despite the seemingly widely-shared understanding among participants that SBCD was
supposed to be conducted annually prior to the beginning of each school year, it appeared that
the SBCD activities were not always conducted on time. This assertion was confirmed by a
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number of the interviewees. During interviews with Mr. Amrin and Mrs. Aisyah, for example,
they said:
For this year, there is no curriculum development. We did it in 2011-2012, but we have
not done it for the 2012-2013. We are still using last year’s curriculum. Whereas, ideally,
we should have had a new one before school started since things may have changed. The
calendar, for example, very likely needs to be adjusted. There are many factors that have
kept us from doing it – not just because of the fasting month – but we were also busy
with other activities, and some of our teachers were away performing other duties. But,
we are going to do it soon, god willing! (Amrin, classroom teacher, School B)
God willing, we will do it soon. The fasting month is going to end in August. I am hoping
that the new school-based curriculum will be completed in September because the new
school year will have already started by then. So, the implementation of the curriculum
will have started even before the whole document is completed (Aisyah, principal, School
C).
Similarly, a focus group conducted with the teachers at School C also confirmed that the schoolbased curriculum development activities were rarely conducted on time. Some of the participants
even said that the SBCD activities sometimes dragged on for several months after a new school
year had started, which raised the question of how the local stakeholders really valued or used
the dokumen satu and the dokumen dua they helped develop.

Summary of Finding # 1

The SBCD process in each school generally encompassed several activities aimed at
translating the national standards into an official school-based curriculum, which mainly
consisted of two parts, i.e. the dokumen satu and dokumen dua. The dokumen satu was the main
curriculum document, which contained descriptions of each school’s educational goals,
curriculum structure and content, and academic calendar. Meanwhile, the dokumen dua was
supplementary to the dokumen dua and basically contained the syllabi and lesson plans for all
subjects taught in each grade level.
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The curriculum development activities typically included curriculum development
workshops, which took the form a meeting with a wide range of local stakeholders for the
purpose of developing the dokumen satu or a professional development program for teachers
involved in school-based curriculum development activities. The workshop was followed by
small-group and/or individual teacher curriculum development activities aimed at developing the
dokumen dua. Once the official school-based curriculum was developed for the first year, annual
review and/or revision of the document was also conducted in the subsequent years to
accommodate potential changes in the schools that would have implications on curriculum and
instruction.
In developing the dokumen satu and dokumen dua, the schools did not start from scratch;
however, they generally adopted or adapted the models or examples from various sources, such
as government policy documents, commercial textbooks, and other schools. In addition, the
SBCD activities were not always completed on time, which raised a question regarding how the
local stakeholders really valued and implemented the dokumen satu and the dokumen dua to
guide their instruction.

Research Question # 2: What were the Processes of Implementing School-Based Curriculum in
the Five Elementary Schools in a City in the Southeastern Part of Indonesia?

The processes of implementing school-based curriculum in the five elementary schools
mainly consisted of 1) authorization of the curriculum document by local stakeholders, 2)
execution of instructional programs according to the school-level curriculum documents, 3)
solicitation of parental involvement, and 4) monitoring and evaluation activities. Details of the
four steps are discussed in the following sections.
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Authorization of the School-Based Curriculum Document

According to the Ministry of National Education Regulation No. 24 of 2006 on the
implementation of Content Standards and Graduate Competency Standards, the school-based
curriculum was declared effective by the principal after taking into account any feedback and
suggestions from the School Committee. In addition, the general SBCD guidelines issued by the
Board of National Education Standards asserted that to be considered valid, the school-based
curriculum also had to be approved by the head of the Dinas Dikpora.
In accordance with these rules, the process of implementing the school-based curriculum
in the schools involved in this study primarily consisted of authorization of the locally developed
curriculum documents by the three local stakeholders mentioned. This assertion was evidenced
in a number of curriculum documents collected from each school. The dokumen satu collected
from School A, School B, School C, and School D, for example, included approval pages that
were signed by the principals and the heads of the School Committees of those schools as well as
by the head of the Dikpora Office. As for the dokumen satu from School E, it included an
approval page that was signed only by the director and the deputy director/head of academic
affairs of the school due to the unique nature of its organization, which was under the umbrella
of two different institutions: the local university and the Dinas Dikpora. Similarly, the syllabi and
lesson plans, along with other related instructional documents (such as the annual program,
semester program, and enrichment program documents) collected from each school were all
signed by individual teachers to whom the documents belonged to as well as by the principals in
those schools, which indicated that the documents had been sanctioned by the principals to be
used to guide instructional processes.

77
The assertion that school-based curriculum documents were implemented through
authorization of those documents by local stakeholders in charge was also supported by
interview data such as the following:
The school-based curriculum is authorized by the principal in conjunction with the
School Committee. Then it also has to be approved by the head of the City Education
Office. That is for elementary and junior high school levels. As for the high school, its
curriculum has to be approved by the Provincial Education Office. Before it is approved
by the head of the City Education Office, it needs to go through our department, the
Curriculum Division, where we verify whether or not the documents meet the existing
rules. For examples, what their minimum course completion criteria are like? What is the
School Calendar like? because School Calendar falls under the authority of Local
Education Office. Next, if compliance with the existing regulation is checked out, we will
pass the documents to the head of Dikpora Office to be signed (Syarifuddin, Dikpora
Office, Head of the Curriculum Division).
As attested by Mr. Syarifuddin, before the school-based curriculum could be used officially to
guide instructional processes at school, it had to be sanctioned by the principal in conjunction
with the school committee as well as by the head of Dinas Dikpora, or by the head of the
Provincial Education Office for high school level. He also mentioned that the Curriculum
Division within the City Education Office was responsible for ensuring that the school-level
curricula developed by elementary and secondary schools under their auspice were in
compliance with the existing rules and regulations.
In line with Mr. Syarifuddin’s explanation, Mr. Amrin provided the following comments
in response to the researcher’s question about a professional development meeting he had
attended:
Our school-based curriculum is reviewed by the Dinas Dikpora every year. In the first
few years, the document that we sent was sometimes returned to us, and they asked us to
fix it. Now, however, after taking part in the training, we usually only need to submit the
document once.
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In the above interview excerpt, Mr. Amrin, who was a member of the School Development
Committee in School B, narrated how in the beginning years of SBCD policy implementation
their school-based curriculum document was sometimes sent back to them by the Dinas Dikpora.
However, participating in SBCD-related training, according to Mr. Amrin, has helped him better
understand the demands of the policy and, therefore, his team was able to develop school-based
curriculum that satisfied the policy requirements later on.

Execution of Instructional Programs

Following the authorization process, the next logical step is the execution of instructional
programs or activities described in the school-based curriculum documents. Such a step also
appeared to be present in the school-based curriculum implementation process in the five
schools. This assertion was inferred from a number of the interviews conducted with the
teachers. For instance, when asked about how each of them decided what to teach in their
classrooms, the majority (seven out of nine) of the teachers answered that they normally refer to
their syllabi, lesson plans, the learning standards and benchmarks they had adopted into their
curriculum documents, or other related documents (e.g., the annual and semester programs) as
their guidelines. The following excerpts support this assertion:
We look at the curriculum. We look at the curriculum, especially the Content Standards.
What are the Competency Standards? What are the Basic Competencies? This
information serves as our guideline. After we have this information, then we can start
looking for the learning resources. Which are the textbooks that appropriately address the
intended Competency Standards and Basic Competencies? There are many resources that
can support the teaching of the standards (Abdullah, subject -specific teacher, School E).
I used the school-based curriculum as my guideline, sir. Based on the school-based
curriculum, we developed an annual plan, which contains our programs for the entire
school year. Then we spelled it out further into a semester plan. So we developed plans
for the first and second semester (Sri Rahmawati, classroom teacher, School A).
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If we want to teach, we usually have some preparations, such as lesson plans. We also
have [annual and semester] plans. If creating lesson plans becomes such a hassle,
sometimes we simply create some kind of divider [to indicate between past and future
lessons]. There are many ways to determine what to teach. It depends on the contents to
be taught (Candrawati, classroom teacher, School D)
Mr. Abdullah and his fellow teachers in School E referred first to the standards that they had
adopted in their school-based curriculum, particularly the competency Standards and the Basic
Competency, when determining what to teach in their classrooms. Then they would find
materials and/or resources that could adequately address the intended standards. Meanwhile,
Mrs. Sri Rahmawati of School A said that she used the school-based curriculum as a guideline
for determining what to teach to her students. In doing so, she also mentioned that she had
developed an annual plan as well as semester plans that contain a simple timeline of when certain
standards or content were to be taught and for how long or how many sessions. Likewise, in
response to the question, Ms. Candrawati of School D said that she adhered to the preparations
she made, including the lesson plans and the annual and semester programs. She also added that,
depending on the content to be taught, she sometimes simply used a type of bookmark or divider
in textbooks or materials to mark which content has been discussed and which one had not if
creating lesson plans for that contents became difficult. Mr. Abdullah, Mrs. Sri Rahmawati, and
Ms. Candrawati’s remarks showed that the school-based curriculum implementation process
entailed acting on the plans or programs that had been set forth in the curriculum documents.
In addition, a cross reference analysis of classroom observation data and curriculum
documents seemed to further substantiate the assertion that the school-based curriculum
implementation process in the five schools included execution of instructional programs planned
in the curriculum documents. For example, one of the observations conducted during the
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fieldwork was in Mrs. Endang’s sixth grade science class, in which the students worked in small
groups to deliver a presentation about the characteristics of certain flowers in Indonesia. Mrs.
Endang informed the researcher that the session was a continuation of the previous meeting
where she had asked her students to work in small groups to identify and discuss the
characteristics of those flowers and their habitats.
Meanwhile, a review of the curriculum documents collected from School E, i.e. the
dokumen dua, the annual program, and the semester program, showed there was a component in
the Content Standards included in the three documents that seemed to be aligned with the topic
discussed in Mrs. Endang’s classroom. The component found in the three documents was a
concept or theme called organism and life processes, which was discussed at several grade
levels. This concept was then spelled out into several learning standards, which were then
delineated into several benchmarks.
In the sixth grade level, one of the learning standards was understanding the relationships
between the characteristics of an organism and its habitats. This learning standard was then
divided into two benchmarks, namely describing the unique characteristics of animals and their
habitats and describing unique characteristics of plants and their habitats, which seemed to be
the one being addressed in Mrs. Endang’s classroom instruction at the time of the observation. In
addition, according to the annual program and the semester program documents, the benchmark
describing unique characteristics of plants and their habitats was allotted two sessions and was
scheduled to be delivered in July. Likewise, the number of classroom instructions devoted to
teaching the benchmark was two sessions and both sessions occurred in July. In short, based on
the cross-reference analysis of observation data and some of the curriculum documents, there
was an alignment between what happened in the classroom and what was stated in the
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curriculum documents. However, the extent to which instructional program or activities were
conducted according to the sanctioned school-level curriculum documents warranted further
investigation. Some interview and focus group data indicated the instructional programs or
activities conducted may not have always been entirely based on the sanctioned school-based
curriculum documents.

Solicitation of Parental Involvement

In addition to two steps described earlier, the process of implementing school-based
curriculum in the five schools also entailed soliciting parental support and engagement,
especially when the program implementation required additional resources that schools did not
have. Interview and focus group data obtained from School B provided a clear example of such
an effort.
In School B, there was a new English program being implemented in cooperation with a
private company. The company was contracted by the school to provide a set of computers and
English language instructional software as well as a native speaker instructor/technical support
for three years. All students were required to attend the program twice a week, and parents could
track the progress of their child’s learning online. Prior to implementing the program, the
principal and school committee invited parents to have a dialogue about the value of the
program. Albeit initially facing some resistance from parents who were concerned about the cost,
the school was finally able to gain support from the majority of the parents and proceeded with
implementing the new English program.
A similar example was also found in School A when Mrs. Tirta and her colleague
intended to take their students to visit a historical site as part of their integrated history and
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Indonesian lessons. After receiving approval from the principal, she, her colleague, and the
principal reached out to the parents of the students in their classroom to seek their support. As a
result, according Mrs. Tirta, the parents were willing to help organize the trip by arranging the
transportation as well as participating as chaperons during the fieldtrip.
Solicitation of parental involvement was also conducted as an effort to communicate as
well as seek feedback regarding the curriculum and instructional programs at the schools. This
process, for instance, was indicated in the following interview data:
Endang:

Last year, I met with parents probably about seven times. First, we needed to
communicate all our programs to them, including our remedial teaching
programs and student homework. We gave student homework every day, one
problem per day. Every 40 days we conducted an examination practice.
Then, we would discuss the result of the practice with the parents. So,
basically we meet with the parents about every 40 days.
Researcher: Did a lot of them come to the meeting?
Endang:
Usually about 70 percent of them did. Many others were busy.
Mrs. Endang taught sixth grade in School E, and as in many elementary schools in Indonesia,
much of the instructional program at that grade level usually focuses on preparing students to
take the national exit examination. Therefore, as Mrs. Endang related, she first met with parents
of students in her classroom at the beginning of the school year to discuss her instructional
programs for that school year. In addition, she also would meet regularly with the parents after
the examination practice had been conducted.
In another part of the interview, Mrs. Endang also mentioned that all teachers in School E
were required to create what they called a “parent handbook.” This handbook appeared to be a
type of publication containing information related to the curriculum and instructional programs
for each class or grade level, such as instructional goals and calendars of events for that class or
grade level. It was created so parents would have an idea about what was happening in their
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child’s school as well as be able provide input to the school. In addition, developing parent
handbooks for each grade level in School B was also in the process of being implemented as
explained by Mrs. Ainun in the following interview data:
We also ask of our teachers… because this curriculum, our curriculum, along with all its
objectives, is not just for us. It should also be known to parents. They need to know what
happens in our school, what targets their children are expected to achieve in this school.
That’s why I am making the parent handbook for every grade level for parents to take
home, so that they are fully informed of what’s going on in our School And perhaps be
able to give us some feedback. However, so far we have not been able to finish it yet.

Monitoring and Evaluation

Finally, the process of implementing the school-based curriculum seemed to include
monitoring and evaluation activities. These activities were realized in three forms: evaluation by
the Dinas Dikpora (city education office), supervision by the principal and oversight
representative, and school self-evaluation activity.
With regard to the evaluation by the Dinas Dikpora, Mr. Hasan, the Secretary of the
agency made the following comment:
It was conducted by a team in the beginning, when I was still there. I rarely go to the field
now. But, I think we still have it. There was an instrument we utilized to assess the
qualities of the curriculum document, from the most ideal model to the least ideal one, as
well as how it is implemented in the classroom. Then, based on the evaluation result,
revisions can be made to the curriculum at the beginning of the school year. The KKM
(Kriteria Ketuntasan Minimal, or the minimum completion criteria) may need to be
increased from 6.0 to… because some facilitating factors have emerged, for example the
intake students’ average scores has increased from 6.0 to 6.5, therefore, the KKM should
also be adjusted… Thus, evaluation is conducted constantly to allow continuous
improvement of the curriculum in the following years (Hasan, Secretary, Dinas Dikpora).
As Mr. Hasan related, the evaluation of SBCD implementation at schools was conducted by a
team from the Dinas Dikpora using a special instrument designed to help them measure the
qualities of school-based curriculum documents created by each school as well as the how they
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were implemented in the classroom. Results of the evaluation, he said, would be used as
feedback for improving the school-based curriculum and its implementation in the following
years.
In addition, in another part of the interview, Mr. Hasan provided further details about the
team tasked with SBCD evaluation. According to Mr. Hasan, the team consisted of officials from
the Dinas Dikpora, oversight representatives, principals, and senior teachers in the city schools.
The team, which was called Tim Pengembang Kurikulum [curriculum development team] or
TPK, was established primarily to facilitate implementation of the SBCD policy. In addition to
conducting assessment of SBCD policy implementation, the TPK also provided supporting
resources and mentoring to schools that are developing their school-based curriculum.
In response to the researchers’ questions about the evaluation mechanism for the schoolbased curriculum implementation, Mr. Amrin explained that the evaluation of SBCD
implementation in his school was incorporated into supervision activities conducted by the
principal and the oversight representative of the Dinas Dikpora, as illustrated in the following
interview excerpts:
Researcher : Is there any monitoring mechanism in place?
Amrin
: For the school-based curriculum itself?
Researcher : As you said, it depends on the teachers if they want to implement it or not.
Amrin
: Just supervision. That’s all. The supervision in our School Consists of a
regular supervision from the principal, which can be announced or unannounced in advance. It may focus on instructional preparations only, as
supposed the instructional processes. We also have joint-supervision by the
oversight representatives, which we consider as the biggest because it
involves many oversight representatives, including those that are not from
our School Cluster. Then, there is also the regular supervision from our own
oversight representative.
Researcher : How often are they conducted?
Amrin
: The joint-supervision is conducted once per semester. The regular
supervision from our oversight representative is kind of discretionary.
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Meanwhile, evaluation by the principal is usually scheduled for twice a
semester.
According to Mr. Amrin, there were three kinds of supervision activities conducted in his
school: supervision by the principal, supervision by the oversight representative, and jointsupervision by multiple oversight representatives around the area. The supervision activities
focused on instructional processes as well as instructional documents created to support the
instructional process, such as the syllabi and lesson plans. While Mr. Amrin did not mention the
TPK tasked by the Dinas Dikpora to perform monitoring and evaluation of SBCD
implementation at schools, he did mention a ‘joint supervision’ activity conducted once per
semester by multiple oversight representatives, which most likely referred to the TPK team
described by Mr. Hasan earlier.
Finally, another form of monitoring and evaluation for the school-based curriculum
implementation was manifested in the school-self-evaluation (Evaluasi Diri Sekolah, or EDS)
program, which was conducted at the end of each school year. The program was facilitated by
the Educational Quality Assurance Agency of the Ministry of National Education to help
elementary and secondary schools in Indonesia gauge their progress toward meeting the national
standards of education, including schools’ implementation of the SBCD policy. Analysis of the
EDS documents collected from each school showed that some of the questions in the EDS
instrument were concerned with how schools developed and implemented their curricula. The
first and second part of the principal questionnaire in the EDS instrument, for example, was
designed to assess how schools developed their dokumen satu. Another section from the teacher
questionnaire also seemed to be designed specifically to assess the qualities of syllabi and lesson
plans and how they were implemented in the classroom.
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Summary of Finding # 2

To be officially implemented, the curriculum documents had to be sanctioned by
appropriate officials or local stakeholders. The dokumen dua, which consisted of syllabi and
lesson plans, had to be approved by the principal, while the dokumen satu had to be signed by the
principal, the School Committee, and the head of Dinas Dikpora.
Following the authorization process, the instructional plans described in both curriculum
documents were implemented by each school. However, the extent to which the instructional
plans were executed as described in the official curriculum document in each school warranted
further investigation. In some of the schools, further parental and community engagement were
also sought for implementing certain programs that required additional supports or resources.
Monitoring and evaluation activities were conducted to ensure each schools’s compliance
with the SBCD policy. The monitoring and evaluation activities could take several formats: a)
evaluation of the SBCD policy implementation by the city-level curriculum development team
[Tim Pengembang Kurikulum or TPK], b) supervision activities by conducted the principals and
the school supervisors, and c) school self-evaluation program conducted annually by each
school.

Research Question # 3: Who was involved the Processes of Developing and Implementing
School-Based Curriculum in the Five Elementary Schools in a City in the Southeastern
Part of Indonesia and to What Extent?

A wide range of local stakeholders contributed to school-based curriculum development
and implementation processes in the five schools. They included teachers and principals, parents
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and/or school committee members, several officials from the Dinas Dikpora, and external
consultants. Overall, however, the extent of their engagement seemed to vary across the
curriculum content categories and remained largely limited and superficial in nature. The
following sections elaborate the roles of each local stakeholder group throughout the SBCD
policy implementation.

Teachers and Principals

Regardless of variations among individuals or schools, the teachers and the principals in
general were at the forefront of the SBCD policy implementation. As a whole, both stakeholder
groups were directly engaged in translating the national standards into school-based curriculum
and putting it into practice. In performing this role, they were involved in a number of activities,
including 1) participating in SBCD workshops, 2) preparing various instructional documents
required based on the perceived school characteristics (e.g., vision and mission, student learning
need, community interests), and 3) taking part in the implementation of the instructional plans in
the daily teaching and learning activities.

Participating in the SBCD workshops

Since the SBCD policy went into effect in 2006-2007, a number of SBCD-related
professional development programs were conducted by the schools, Dinas Dikpora, or other
government agencies to prepare the local stakeholders at school for developing and
implementing their school-based curriculum. The teachers’ and the principals’ roles in these
programs were generally limited to participants or beneficiaries only, as recorded in a number of
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interviews. For instance, Mrs. Rahmawati of School A reported that in the early stages of SBCD
policy implementation SBCD training was conducted in her school for her and her colleagues.
She described that the training featured speakers from the Dinas Dikpora who presented about
SBCD guidelines and procedures. According to Mrs. Rahmawati, the training was helpful in
promoting her understanding of the national standards and how they can be applied in the
classroom. She said: “After the training, we have a more clear understanding about the national
standards and how to apply them in our school. The standards are not carved in stone. They can
be modified based on our School Condition.”

Preparing instructional planning documents required

Following the SBCD workshops, the teachers and the principals were involved in
preparing the dokumen satu and the dokumen dua. In some schools, they were also engaged in
preparing other related instructional planning documents such as annual program, semester
program, minimum completion criteria, enrichment plan, and remedial plan. Analyses of the
various instructional planning documents collected as well as the interview and focus group data,
suggested that preparing these documents entailed engaging in various curricular decisionmaking activities on issues surrounding vision and mission statements, curriculum structure and
contents, and academic calendar. Nevertheless, the extent to which the teachers and principals
were engaged in these decision-making activities was somewhat limited and varied across the
curriculum content categories.
Developing vision and mission statements. Through a school-level curriculum
development team or a teacher council [dewan guru] teachers and principals were generally
involved in the development, or revision, of the vision and mission statements of their schools.
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The term ‘teacher council’ was used in the field to refer to a body consisting of the principal and
a few teachers selected to represent the entire staff in a school. This body was often tasked with
developing the document satu, which contained statements of vision and mission or educational
goals.
The teachers’ and principal’s involvement was recorded in a number of interviews, focus
groups, and document data. For instance, in describing the SBCD process in his school, the
principal of School A, Mr. Imanuddin, explained that his team started with developing the vision
and mission statements, which they later then elaborated into relevant educational goals and
objectives.
Similarly, in response to the researcher’s question about his involvement in SBCD
process, one of the focus group participants in School B described that he was a part of the
school-level team tasked with developing the dokumen satu, and was also involved in modifying
the school’s vision and mission statements in order to make it more aligned with city’s motto.
In addition, according to the principal questionnaire responses in the school selfevaluation data (EDS), the development of vision and mission statements in the five schools was
conducted by at least the teacher council. Other stakeholder groups that were involved in
developing it included School Committee and external consultants.
Adopting curriculum structure and content from the content standard. In determining the
structure and content of their school-based curriculum, however, the extent to which the teachers
and principals were engaged was rather limited, especially in areas that were regulated in the
Content Standard. In terms of the curriculum structure, for instance, they seemed to merely adopt
what was in the Content Standard. Content analyses of the dokumen satu collected from each
school showed the same structure was used in all of the documents. The programs of study
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described in each school’s dokumen satu were organized into three categories: a) common
subjects, b) local content, and c) self-development [pengembangan diri], with the exception of
School E. Because of its status as a designated international school in the area, School E added
another category called “international content” [muatan internasional], which contained three
subjects that were supposedly developed based on the Cambridge Primary Curriculum.
Allocation of instructional time for each program and grade level in the five schools was also
largely the same as the one described in the Content Standard. A more complete comparison
between the programs of study prescribed in the Content Standard and the ones described in
school’s dokumen satu is presented in Table 3.
As depicted in Table 3, under the common subject category, all of the schools offered the
same programs or subjects, i.e. 1) religious studies; 2) civic education; 3) Indonesian; 4) math; 5)
natural science; 6) social science; 7) arts, culture, and craft; and 8) physical education, sport, and
wellness – following areas established in the Content Standard. Under the local content category,
however, the programs offered by each school were a little more diverse because this area was
not specified in the Content Standard. In this category three schools offered the local language
(i.e. Sasak), four schools offered English, one school offered the traditional Malay-Arabic script
reading skill, and one school offered Batiking skill.

Table 3
Programs of Study Described in Content Standard and in ‘Dokumen Satu’ in Each School

3
2
5
5
4
2
2
2

3
2
5
5
4
2
2
2

3
2
6
6
4
3
3
2

3
2
5
6
4
3
3
3

3
2
5
6
5
3
3
3

3
2
5
6
5
3
3
3

2 2 2

3
2
6
6
4
3
4
4

3
2
6
6
4
3
4
4

3
2
6
6
4
3
4
4

2 2 2
2 2 2

2 2 2 2 2 2
2 2 2 2 2 2
2 2 2 2

3
2
5
5
4
3
4
4

3
2
5
5
4
3
4
4

3
2
5
5
4
3
4
4

2 2 2
2 2 2

nd
nd
nd
nd
nd
nd
nd
nd

nd
nd
nd
nd
nd
nd
nd
nd

nd
nd
nd
nd
nd
nd
nd
nd

thematic approach

3
2
5
5
4
3
4
4

thematic approach

3
2
5
5
4
3
4
4

thematic approach

Local Contents
Sasaknese
English
TIK
Arabic-Malay script
Batiking

3
2
5
5
4
3
4
4

thematic approach

thematic approach

Programs
Common subjects
1. Religious Study
2. Civic Education
3. Indonesian
4. Mathematics
5. Natural Science
6. Social Science
7. Art, Culture, and Craft
8. Physical Education, Sport, and Wellness

Time Allocation per Grade Level
Content Standard
School A
School B
School C
School D
School E
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International Content
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Mathematics
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Note:
nd = data about time allocated for the program is unavailable
T.A. = thematic approach
2* = equivalent to two instructional hours
One instructional hour is 35 minutes
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Similarly, under the self-development [pengembangan diri] category, the programs or
activities described in each school’s dokumen satu were much more diverse. According to
Content Standard, the self-development of the programs are those that do not belong to the two
previous categories and are designed to provide opportunities for students to express themselves
based on their talents, interests, needs, and school condition. Under this category, each school
listed various programs and activities that generally can be grouped into the following themes:
extra-curricular activities, after-School Academic programs, enculturation programs, and
nationalism and patriotism programs. Due to space limitation, a complete list of programs
offered under self-development category in each school is presented in separate tables in
Appendix F.
In determining the curriculum content, the extent of teachers’ and principals’ engagement
also varied based on the program or content category. In the common subject category (e.g.,
math, natural science, social science, Indonesian, religious studies), where the learning standards
and benchmarks were prescribed by the Content Standard, involvement in curriculum decisionmaking activities was very limited. Content analysis of the dokumen satu from each school
indicated that the goals of instruction and scope of content described for each subjects were
exactly the same as the ones written in the Content Standard, as if they might have been simply
copied and pasted from the Content Standard document.
Further analysis of the curriculum documents, along with the interview and focus group
data, indicated that the teachers’ and principals’ roles seemed to be limited to reviewing the
learning standards and benchmarks provided in the Content Standard for each common subject
and then engaging in the following activities:
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a. Creating a set of performance indicators for each of the learning standards and
benchmarks that was considered relevant to the instructional contexts in each school.
b. Finding textbooks or materials that were compatible with the learning standards and
benchmarks.
c. Planning instructional methods and techniques that were considered appropriate for
the teaching of the learning standards and benchmarks.
d. Planning assessment strategies that were considered suitable for measuring students’
learning of the learning standard and benchmarks.
e. Determining the so called “minimum completion criteria” [kriteria ketuntasan
minimal] or KKM for each of the learning standards and benchmarks, which referred
to a certain score value that students must obtain during their evaluation to be
considered as meeting the standards or acquiring the skills or competencies described
in the learning standards and benchmarks.
f. Allocating and scheduling instructional time for the teaching of each learning
standards and benchmarks.
The results of these curricular decision-making activities were then documented by
individual teachers in the forms of syllabi and lesson plans and other related documents such as
the annual program, semester program, and the KKM documents. These documents then had to
be reviewed and sanctioned for use at School By the principals. However, review of the syllabus
and lesson samples collected from some of schools suggested that some these documents also
appeared to have been adopted, or even copied and pasted, from some of the existing sources, i.e.
commercial textbooks, without making meaningful changes to fit the schools’ local contexts.
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In the local content category, however, the extent of the curriculum decision-making
activities in which the teachers and principals were engaged seemed to be more manifested. In
addition to engaging in some or most the activities listed above, they also partook in determining
the substance of local content to include under this category. To determine the substance or type
of local content to include in their curriculum, the teachers and the principals might have asked
for suggestions from parents or the school committees. As a result, the local content programs
offered by each school were relatively more diverse and seemed to be more in tune with each
school’s contexts.
In the self-development category, the teachers’ and principals’ engagement mostly
revolved around determining the type of programs or activities to include under this category.
However, most of the self-development programs and activities described each school’s
dokumen satu seemed to have been around or existed before the SBCD policy was implemented.
Thus, it appeared that all they did was put down the programs and activities in the official
curriculum document, i.e. dokumen satu.
Adopting the prescribed academic calendar. The academic calendar was determined to a
great extent by the Content Standard as well as the Dinas Dikpora. Content analysis of the
curriculum documents indicated that teachers’ and principals ‘role in developing the school
calendar was limited to analyzing the number of effective school days per month and semester
and finding out when certain events (e.g., holidays, mid-tem and final exams, and beginning/end
of school year) were to occur. The result was then used by the teachers or principals to schedule
instructional programs and other activities. At the classroom level, for example, such knowledge
was used by individual teachers as a reference for developing syllabi and lesson plans as well as
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the annual and semester programs. The following interview excerpt also illustrated a teacher’s
engagement in using an academic calendar as a reference in planning instructional programs.
To plan a semester, we need to know how many effective School Days there are. For
instance, based on the schedule that we received, math is taught every Monday and
Wednesday. So we need to find how many Mondays and Wednesdays that are effective
School Days. Then, we look at the learning standards, how many are there? Let’s say,
there are five, so we divided them up into five equally, except when there is a topic that
has a larger scope, in which case we need to allocate more time for it. Of course, this
should be done after subtracting the non-face-to-face meeting [from the total number of
effective days]. Non-face-to-face meeting means mid-semester and final exam times
which cannot be used for instruction (Endang, 6th grade teacher, School E).
Mrs. Endang described how she used the academic calendar, which was distributed to schools by
the Dinas Dikpora by the end of each school year. First, she counted the number of effective
school days available for the subjects that she teaches, and then she divided them accordingly
based on the number and complexity level of the learning standards that she had to cover in each
subject. Thus, as illustrated in the interview excerpt, the teachers’ and principals’ roles regarding
the school calendar generally entailed analyzing it and then using it for planning instructional
programs.

Parents and School Committees

Parents and community members also participated in the school-based curriculum and
implementation to a certain degree. Their participation was mainly manifested through their
engagement in the komite sekolah [School Committee], which was equivalent to a parent-teacher
association (PTA), and the forum kelas [class forum], which was similar to a School Committee,
but at a classroom level. The parental and community involvement, however, was focused on
providing supports for the implementation of the school-based curriculum, rather than on its
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development. In this regard, for instance, Mr. Irawan, a School Committee and parent in School
B said:
We do not get into in the technicality issue of teaching and learning, such as what the
curriculum should be like or how the classroom instruction should be conducted? Those
kinds of things, what ought to be taught, have perhaps been regulated by the Dinas
Dikpora. We mostly help to ensure the smooth running of instructional processes at
school.
Parental and community engagement in curriculum development, if any, was generally
limited to providing inputs or ideas on the kinds of programs or activities to include into the local
content curriculum and extracurricular components only, rather than on the entire component of
the curriculum or the actual curriculum development processes. When explaining about the
SBCD process in her school, Mrs. Ainun, the principal of School B, said: “What we were
interested in hearing from them is their ideas with regard to the local contents, what would be the
most appropriate? We want to hear from them as well as from our own team.”
In a similar vein, Mrs. Sofia, a member of School Committee in School E commented:
So the School Committee involvement is mainly focused on providing the supporting
resources, not on the substance (of what should be taught). The substance has already
been prepared as a package; except for the local content curriculum area, in which we
were indeed consulted.
Thus, parents or the School Committees generally did not participate in SBCD process, other
than by occasionally providing input for the local content program and extra-curricular activities.
Their engagement was instead mainly concentrated on supporting the implementation of the
school-based curriculum, either financially, logistically, or morally, which seemed inconsistent
with the official SBCD implementation guideline.

97
The following are some of the examples of parental or School Committee involvement in
supporting the implementation of school-based curriculum in the five schools indicated in the
interview and observation data:
-

School Committee in School E helped fund an SBCD workshop in the school.

-

School Committee in School D was consulted when the school wanted to hire a
temporary English teacher. The School Committee also helped raise funds to pay the
salary of the temporary English teacher.

-

One of the parents in School C generously donated several computers to support the
implementation of a new technology program (i.e. Information, Communication and
Technology (ICT) local content) that was being developed in that school.

-

A class forum in School A arranged the transportation for students and teachers
conducting a fieldtrip to the city waste management center and historical sites around
the area.

-

School Committee members participated in a religious holiday celebration in School
C. As part of their religious study program, School C organized a breakfasting event
in observance of the Ramadan month. Students, teachers, and School Committee
members came together at the School Before the sunset to break their fasting and
perform a prayer. In that event, the chairman of the School Committee, who was also
considered a religious leader in the school neighborhood, gave a short talk about
Islamic teaching to the audiences.
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External Consultants

External consultants or facilitators, especially faculty members from the local university
or lecturers from the Lembaga Penjaminan Mutu Pendidikan [Agency for Quality Assurance in
Education] or LPMP were also occasionally involved in SBCD processes in some of the schools.
Their involvement was also consistent with the SBCD implementation guideline, which
encourages schools to include academicians in their SBCD processes.
The data, however, suggested that the extent of their involvement varied from school to
school – from merely providing input during the SBCD workshops at the beginning phases of
SBCD policy implementation to becoming facilitators or trainers for teachers in developing and
implementing their school-based curriculum documents in each year. For example, as described
by Mr. Imanuddin, the SBCD workshop in School A included speakers from the Dinas Dikpora
as well as the LPMP. Likewise, as described by Mrs. Aini, the early SBCD workshop conducted
in School B also invited an academician from the local university, whom she said gave “a lot of
suggestions from an educational psychology point of view.”
Meanwhile, as an institution that was jointly run by the Dinas Dikpora and the local
university, School E frequently brought in faculty members from the university to provide
training for the teachers on various topics, including on school-based curriculum development
and implementation. During the interview, Mrs. Endang and Mrs. Ambarsari described that the
curriculum development, evaluation, or revision process in the school was often preceded with
relevant professional development activities for teachers. Observation data also seemed to
corroborate the two teachers’ descriptions. During the fieldwork, the researcher was able to
observe a two-day professional development program conducted in the school, which featured a

99
speaker from the university who talked about incorporating constructivism into classroom
planning and practices. In the first day of the program, the facilitator introduced the theory to the
training participants. In the second day, the participants were asked to apply the theory into
practice through a microteaching activity.

Dinas Dikpora

According to the ministry of education regulation No. 19 of 2007, every district/city-level
education authority or Dinas Dikpora in Indonesia is responsible for coordinating, supervising,
and facilitating SBCD implementation at elementary and junior high schools that are under their
jurisdictions. In an attempt to fulfill the responsibility, the Dinas Dikpora took several measures.
First, the agency provided the schools with resources and trainings on SBCD. At the early
stages of SBCD policy implementation, the office formed a city-level curriculum development
team [Tim Pengembang Kurikulum or TPK] to support elementary and junior high schools in the
area, which numbered about 240, in developing, evaluating, and revising their school-based
curricula. Members of the city-level TPK, which consisted of a few key Dinas Dikpora officials
and select group of principals and teachers, were often invited by or sent to the schools to serve
as speakers or facilitators during the SBCD meetings or workshops conducted by the schools.
This was described by Mr. Hasan, the Secretary of Dinas Dikpora, in following interview
excerpt:
“The role of Dinas Dikpora is to form what we called here at the city as TPK, whose
membership was made up of teachers, principals, school supervisors, and key officials at
the Dinas Dikpora. We facilitated the schools during the school-based curriculum
development. This team serves as the consultant or facilitator for the schools when they
were developing their curriculum. Next, in the following years, because the school-based
curriculum has to be constantly reviewed and evaluated each year … the team also help
the schools during the revision process.”
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In addition to providing on-site supports through the TPK, the Dinas Dikpora provided
SBCD trainings for teachers, albeit limited in frequency and capacity. Therefore, the Dinas
Dikpora also occasionally collaborated with other agencies, such as the local LPMP (Lembaga
Penjamin Mutu Pendidikan or the Agency for Quality Assurance in Education) to provide SBCD
trainings for teachers. The focus of such trainings typically revolved around developing their
skills in translating the national standards into the required instructional planning documents
(e.g., lesson plans, syllabi, and semester plan) as explained by Mr. Syarifuddin below:
We also provide trainings too. But our focus is mainly on the teachers, their ability to
develop the dokumen dua, [or] their instructional skills. That’s where we gear most of our
efforts toward, innovative instructions, innovative instruction ideas, then how to plan
instructional activities.
Relevant materials (e.g., models or examples of school-based curriculum documents)
were also distributed by the Dinas Dikpora to help the schools in developing instructional
planning documents required and thereby comply with the curriculum policy being implemented.
According to the ministry of education regulation 24 of 2007 regarding the implementation of
the SBCD policy, schools may adapt or adopt the models of school-based curriculum provided
by the Badan Standar Nasional Pendidikan [Board of National Standard of Education] or BSNP
if they were not able develop their own school-based curriculum independently.
Second, the Dinas Dikpora determined a city-wide policy regarding the academic
calendar and the local content [muatan lokal] curriculum. According to the Content Standards
and the general guidelines of SBCD policy implementation, the two matters should be
determined by the schools themselves by taking into account their unique cultural contexts.
Perhaps, to avoid chaos or maintain a city-wide uniformity, the Dinas Dikpora initiated a city
level policy regulating the School Calendars and the local contents. For example, the Content
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Standard provides a guideline regarding the number of effective school weeks, which ranges
between 34 to 38 weeks per school year. However, the Dinas Dikpora decided that all schools
under its jurisdiction should have 38 effective weeks of instruction per year. Mr. Syarifuddin, the
head of the Curriculum Unit within the Dinas Dikpora, said that his unit prepared and distributed
new academic calendars to schools by end of each school year. The calendar was then used by
the schools and teachers as reference in preparing programs or creating instructional planning
documents required.
With regard to the local content, the Content Standard defines local content as a part of
the school-level curriculum that is developed based on the needs and interests of the students and
their local communities, and cannot be categorized into the existing group of subjects. The
substance of the local content curriculum, therefore, is to be determined by each school
(PERMENDIKNAS 22/2006). However, the Dinas Dikpora took an initiative to define further
the content areas that schools can incorporate into local content curriculum, as described by Mr.
Hasan in the following excerpt:
Here, our TPK has mapped out – I cannot remember them in detail for it has been quite a
while, I was still the head of the curriculum unit, no, I was an oversight representative at
the time – seven families of local content, which were then broken down into eleven
branches. The language family, for instance, consisted of English, Sasaknese, and MalayArabic script. Then, the culture family included local cultures, such as arts and traditional
food, and so on, and so forth. So, if I remember correctly, there were eleven branches of
local content from which the schools were allowed to choose from, based on their own
unique contexts. If, for instance, they [the schools] were embedded in a religious
community, Arabic or Malay-Arabic would be taught. For our friends who were situated
in an environment where the use of Sasak language was fading, they would teach the
local language [hoping to preserve it]. Or, even if they were located in a community in
which Sasak was still commonly used, but not properly, they would to teach it to
introduce the proper form.
According Mr. Hasan, the Dinas Dikpora had specified to a certain degree the content
areas that schools can include as their local content curricula through the TPK. There were
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eleven branches of local content that the schools in the area can choose from based on their own
local context or interest, including Sasak language, English, Malay-Arabic literature, local arts,
and traditional food. Review of the Dokumen Satu collected from each School As well as other
interview data suggested that the pre-defined areas also seemed to include environmental
education, and technology-related programs. Furthermore, focus group and interview data
suggested that textbooks and materials for certain local content, i.e. Sasak and English, were
facilitated to a certain degree by the Dinas Dikpora.
Third, another form of Dinas Dikpora engagement was realized in the processes of
validation and approval of school-based curriculum document and the monitoring and evaluation
of SBCD policy implementation. According to minister of education regulation number 24 of
2006, the school-based curriculum can be implemented officially after it is approved by the
principal in conjunction with the School Committee. In reality, however, the document also had
to be validated and approved by the Dinas Dikpora. Therefore, after the curriculum document
has been finalized at the school, it had to be sent to the Curriculum Unit within the Dinas
Dikpora, where it was later reviewed for consistency or compliance with the existing guidelines
or standards. If the document was considered in compliance with guidelines and standards, it
would be passed to the head of the Dinas Dikpora to be sanctioned for implementation. On the
other hand, if the document is considered not yet aligned with the guidelines or standards, the
school-based curriculum document would be sent back to school to be revised.
The Dinas Dikpora also conducted monitoring and evaluation of the SBCD policy
implementation. Mr. Hasan explained that, a few years after the SBCD policy had been in effect,
the TPK was tasked to perform an evaluation of the extent to which schools in the area had
implemented the policy. In addition, through their oversight representatives, the Dinas Dikpora
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performed site visits regularly to oversee the implementation of educational programs in general,
including inspecting teachers’ preparedness to carry out instructions. This inspection often
included checking the availability of instructional planning documents, such as syllabus, lesson
plan, and semester program. Finally, as a means to evaluate the implementation of school-based
curriculum, the Dinas Dikpora also conducted a city-wide standardized exam at the end of each
semester, particularly in several core subjects such as Indonesian, math, natural science, and
social science. According to Mr. Hasan and Mr. Syarifuddin, the common exam was conducted
to “map out” the extent to which students have mastered the competencies outlined in the
Content Standards. The results of the common exams, according to the two officials, would be
used as feedback for teachers in improving their instructional planning and practice.

Summary of Finding # 3

A wide range of local stakeholders contributed to the school-based curriculum
development and implementation processes in each school. Those local stakeholders consisted of
teachers and principals, parents and School Committee members, several officials from the Dinas
Dikpora, and external consultants.
Teachers and principal were directly engaged in translating the national standards into an
official school-based curriculum and then putting it into practice. This role included (a)
participating in the SBCD workshops, (b) preparing an array of instructional planning documents
required (e.g. dokumen satu, dokumen dua, and other related documents), and (c) taking charge
of implementing the programs or activities described in those instructional planning documents
in the daily teaching and learning processes.
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Parental and community engagement was mainly manifested through their participation
in the School Committee and the class forum. However, their participation in both institutions
was mostly geared toward supporting the schools in implementing their school-based curriculum,
both materially and spiritually. Their participation in the curriculum development process was
limited to providing input on the local content and extra-curricular activities only.
Officials from the Dinas Dikpora contributed to the school-based curriculum
development and implementation processes in three ways: (a) providing schools with SBCD
related resources and trainings, (b) establishing a city-wide policy regarding academic calendar
and local content subjects, and (c) validating and approving the dokumen satu prepared by each
School As well as monitoring and evaluating the implementation of SBCD policy in general.
External consultants from the local university or the regional LPMP [Agency for Quality
Assurance in Education] were also invited to share their ideas or train teachers during SBCD
workshops, especially at the beginning stages of SBCD policy implementation. Overall,
however, the extent to which the local stakeholders were engaged in shaping their school-based
curriculum seemed to vary across the content categories, but remained somewhat limited and
superficial.
In the local content category, for example, the extent to which the local stakeholders were
engaged in curriculum decision-making appeared to be more manifested. In the common subject
category, on the other hand, the local stakeholders mostly adopted what was already prescribed
in the Content Standard. Their engagement in curriculum decision-making activities in this area
was generally limited to planning instructional activities around the learning standards and
benchmarks provided for each of the subject in that category. The curriculum structure and
academic calendar in each school was also adopted from the Content Standard. In addition,
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review of the curriculum documents collected from each school suggested that some of the
syllabi and lesson plans might have been simply copied-and-pasted from existing sources.

Research Question # 4: What were the Elements that Facilitate SBCD Policy Implementation in
the Five Elementary Schools in a City in the Southeastern Part of Indonesia?

In areas where the SBCD policy implementation seemed to manifest quite well, there
were at least two elements that helped facilitate its implementation. The first element was related
to awareness among the majority of the local stakeholders regarding the autonomy provided for
them to develop certain programs or subjects based on their own local contexts. The second one
was the availability of strong parental and community support for the development and
implementation of these types of programs or subjects. The following sections provide further
discussions about the two elements.

Local stakeholders’ Awareness about Curriculum Development Autonomy

Interview and focus group data indicated that the notion of autonomy to develop schoollevel curriculum based on student learning needs, School Conditions, and/or community
interests, was quite widely shared among the local stakeholders. The phrases such as “School
Autonomy,” “School Condition,” “local context,” “school-based,” and “student learning
needs/ability” were frequently used by many interviewees and focus group participants when
talking about SBCD.
However, such notion was mostly associated with the local content category, the
programs and activities that belong to the so called “self-development” [pengembangan diri]
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category, and the subjects that were not included in the standardized tests. As a result, the kinds
of courses or programs offered by the schools in these categories were quite diverse – reflecting
the different characteristics and orientations of each of school. The extent of local stakeholder
engagement in developing the programs or shaping the courses under these categories was also
higher.
For example, as part of its local content curriculum in the preceding school year, School
A implemented an environmental education program dubbed “Green School.” The development
of the Green School program was completely done by teachers and principal, and was integrated
into the teaching of other subjects in the school. The topics covered under the program were
important contemporary environmental issues in Indonesia, such as cleanliness, recycling, waste
management, and reforestation. To support the implementation of the program, a special room in
the school was dedicated as lab for students to study about waste management and recycling.
Gardens were also created around the schoolyard, where students practiced planting local highlyvalued plants. During a fieldtrip, students were brought to visit the city’s waste management
center to learn more about city waste management system. As a result, according the principal,
the Green School program contributed to the city’s success in obtaining the Adipura, an award
presented for cities that were considered successful in managing their environmental cleanliness
in Indonesia for that year. In addition, teachers in School A collaborated with teachers from the
neighboring schools in an attempt to replicate similar program in other schools in the area.
Regarding the Green School program, one of the teachers interviewed from School A
commented:
It is from the central government, and then it is returned to schools. I mean the Content
Standard is created by the central government, and then it is given back to school, due to
School Autonomy, so that it can be adjusted to fit the School Condition. The Green
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School program, for example, was actually not included in the learning standards that we
received from the central government. It is our initiative because we feel that we need it,
and because we have the autonomy to do it (Rahmawati, grade-level teacher, School A).
As attested by Mrs. Rahmawati, the development and implementation of the Green School
program in School A was a direct result of curriculum development autonomy provided for the
school through the implementation of the SBCD policy.
Similarly, under the self-development category, each school included a variety of
programs and activities, which generally can be grouped into four clusters: 1) after-School
Academic programs (e.g. English conversation club and science competition); 2) extra-curricular
activities (e.g. sports and boy/girl scouts); 3) arts (e.g. dance, drama, and drum band); and 4)
enculturation programs (e.g. religious and national holiday celebrations and the imtaq activities).
The imtaq program, a case in point, encompassed various religious rituals or activities conducted
at school (e.g. sermon, Quran recitation, and praying in congregation for Muslim students) with
the aim of providing additional religious education for students outside of the regular
instructional time. Many teachers in the five schools, especially the Islamic studies teachers,
were actively engaged in planning, coordinating, or conducting the imtaq programs for their
schools in addition to conducting their regular classroom instructions, as indicated by one of the
focus group participants in School E below:
I was involved in the planning of the imtaq program for our school. As the others [in this
focus group] have said, the SBCD policy allows us to add activities outside of what has
been stipulated in the Content Standard.
As the participant stated in the above excerpt, the SBCD policy allows schools to incorporate
religious activities into their self-development program, in addition to having the regular
religious studies subjects. In fact, the implementation of the imtaq program was strongly
supported by the city education office [Dinas Dikpora] and the local community. During the
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month of Ramadhan, based on the mayor’s recommendation, the Dinas Dikpora instructed all
schools in the area to shorten their instructional hour by five minutes each day to allow for the
implementation of the imtaq activities.
Finally, of the eight subjects that have been stipulated in the Content Standard, three were
not subjected to either the School Exit exam [ujian nasional] administered by central
government or the common exam [ujian bersama] administered by the city education authority
[Dinas Dikpora]. The three subjects were the arts, culture, and craft; the physical education,
health, and wellness; and the religious studies (i.e. Islamic studies, Christianity, Hinduism, and
Buddhism). Evaluation of student learning in these subjects was completely devolved to the
teachers, as in the cases of the local content courses. Consequently, teachers of these subjects
were more inclined to modify or adapt the implementation of learning standards stipulated in the
Content Standard in order to fit their local School Contexts. One of the focus group participants,
who taught music lessons as a part of the seni, budaya, dan keterampilan [arts, culture, and craft]
subject in School E, for instance, said:
As for me, I follow [the learning standards in] the SBCD policy [as long as they are
aligned with my students learning needs]. But when they are not, I don’t use them. Like
in music, for example, according the Content Standard, learning to play musical
instruments is not taught [to students until they are] at fourth grade level. However, I
started introducing musical instruments to my students since they are still in 1st grade, at
least the simple ones such as angklung and drum. In 3rd grade, I even started teaching
them how to use musical notes. Meanwhile, [according to the Content Standard], using
musical note is not part of elementary curriculum at all (focus group participant, School
E).
As indicated in the above excerpt, the absence of standardized exams for the arts, culture, and
craft subject allowed the teacher to tailor her instruction based on her students’ learning needs,
rather than strictly following what was stated in the learning standards included in the SBCD
policy.
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Parental and Community Support

Parental and community support played an instrumental role in the SBCD policy
implementation. As discussed earlier, parental and community involvement in the five schools
were mainly concentrated on the implementation of programs in each school, rather than on the
development of the programs per se. Parental and community involvement in the school-based
curriculum development was generally limited to providing inputs or ideas with regard to the
local content and self-development programs only.
In School A, there was something called forum kelas [class forum], which consists of
several parents whose children were at the same classroom in the school. The class forum was
akin to a school-committee, but was located at the classroom level. Members of the class forum
met with each other from time to time as well as with the classroom teachers and the principal to
provide feedback or support for the implementation of instructional programs in the school. In
this regard, the principal of School A, for example, provided the following explanation:
In our school, in addition to the School Committee, we have the “class forum.” I am just
going to talk about the class forum directly. The function of the class forum is to provide
an observation of the teachers’ services in the classroom – is it good or bad? What needs
to be improved? And so forth. Their inputs would be taken into consideration in
classroom assignment of teachers for the next school year. Secondly, the forum also
serves as a communicator and organizer of our outdoor learning activities. They provide
us with the means of transportation and other necessities (Imanuddin, principal, School
A).
As indicated in the above excerpt, the class forum in School A served at least two purposes.
First, it provided an additional means of monitoring and evaluation for the principal in terms of
teachers’ performance in the classroom. Secondly, it facilitated the school in organizing field
trips, extra-curricular programs, and other outdoor learning activities.

110
Mr. Imanuddin’s explanation was corroborated by Mrs. Tirta, a classroom teacher in
School A. She said that members of the class forum occasionally come to school to observe her
teaching or ask questions related to classroom instruction. In addition, she shared some of her
experiences conducting outdoor instructional activities with her students, including one in which
they visited historical sites around the area. She also said that the activity was facilitated by the
class forum, as depicted in the following excerpt:
The class forum paid for it, the parents paid for it. They were the ones that organized it,
not us. They arranged the transportation. We just [said] to them, “These are the things
that we are going to teach in this semester. But some of these need to be done outside
because they involve examining physical artifacts that we do not have at school.” They
said “OK. We will take care of that.”
In addition to being actively engaged in providing educational infrastructure (e.g.
classrooms, libraries, instructional equipment), the School Committee in each School Also
helped with the hiring of part-time staff. In School B, for example, due to lack of staff, the school
was forced to hire several temporary teachers as attested by one of the School Committee
members:
The number of academic staff provided by the government is not enough to meet our
need, which forces us to hire temporary staff. There are about fifteen of them in here. The
fund to hire these staff does not come from the government. Well, even if there is any
School Operational Fund [Biaya Operasional Sekolah (BOS)] allocated for that purpose,
the rule says that it cannot exceed twenty percent. Consequently, the school is
overwhelmed to pay all of these staff. That is where we come in to help by collecting fees
from parents and other sources (Irawan, School Committee member, School B).
As indicated by Mr. Irawan, the School Committee in School B contributed significantly
by raising funds to hire temporary academic staff for the school. This academic staff included
teachers for the local content courses and trainers for some of the extra-curricular activities in the
school. For the teaching of English, which was one of the local content programs offered, the
School Even contracted to a private language course company in the area. The company
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provided the school with a number of computers, computer-based English instruction software,
and a native-speaker teacher/support staff. The hiring of temporary teachers and trainers and the
outsourcing the English program, was mostly funded by parents through the School Committee.
In addition, parents or School Committees were occasionally involved with the schoolbased curriculum development by giving input as to the type of local content subject or extracurricular activities to offer to students. In School C, for example, there was a new course being
developed as part of the school’s new local content curriculum. The new course was aimed at
providing the students with basic computer literacy skills. The curriculum and materials for the
course was being developed by one of the teachers, Mr. Zaini, with assistance from the school’s
computer operator. According to Mr. Zaini, the creation of the computer literacy program was
based on suggestions from the parents, who also donated several computers to support the
implementation of the new local content program.

Summary of Finding # 4

In areas where local stakeholder engagement in curriculum decision-making seemed to
manifest quite well, there were two elements that helped facilitate the SBCD policy
implementation. The first element was the local stakeholders’ awareness of the curriculum
development autonomy granted for them, particularly in the local content and self-development
categories, as well as in other subjects that were not subjected to the standardized testing policy.
The second one was the availability of a strong parental and community support for the
development and implementation of instructional programs described in the school-based
curriculum.
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Research Question # 5: What were the Challenges of Implementing SBCD Policy in the Five
Elementary Schools in a City in the Southeastern Part of Indonesia?

Various issues appeared to have prevented local stakeholders in the five schools from
effectively playing their roles in the school-based curriculum development and implementation
activities. These issues included: (a) limited capacity and willingness on the part of some local
stakeholders, (b) unfavorable perceptions about the SBCD policy, and (c) unsupportive
environmental conditions under which the SBCD policy was implemented. The following
sections elaborate each of the three elements further.

Limited Capacity and Willingness

One of the biggest challenges to the SBCD policy implementation was related to the
limited capacity and/or willingness of the local stakeholders in taking on their respective roles.
For instance, many teachers, who made up the majority of the local stakeholders and were at the
front line of the school-based curriculum development and implementation, still did not feel
confident to translate the content standards into syllabi or lesson plans. In fact, as revealed in
some of the focus groups conducted, many teachers said that their general understanding of the
SBCD policy was limited. Consequently, to fulfill their duties, some of them simply copied
existing examples of syllabi or lesson plans from various sources (e.g., commercial textbooks,
colleagues, or the internet) without making any meaningful changes to make the documents more
relevant to their own classroom/School Contexts. For instance, one of the focus group
participants in School C said: “There were some syllabi that we prepared because we have to.
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But, frankly we really do not have the ability as well as enough time to develop our own syllabi
independently.”
Teachers’ lack of competence and willingness in developing syllabi and lesson plans
independently was admitted by some of the principals interviewed. Mrs. Aisyah, the principal of
School C, for example, provided the following account when describing her assessment of her
staff’s instructional practices:
There are some teachers who do not like to make lesson plans, who do not like to make
syllabi. They just use whatever they can get from the internet. They do not make any
efforts to develop it on own their own.
As Mrs. Aisyah depicted in the above excerpt, some teachers were still not used to the idea of
developing their own syllabi and lesson plans, as required under SBCD policy. To meet the
policy demand, they blindly adopted examples of existing syllabi or lesson plans available from
various sources, such as the internet, and then treated them as if those documents were their own,
or without adjusting them to fit their local contexts. Furthermore, Mrs. Aisyah indicated that
teachers’ lack of readiness to take on their responsibility of developing syllabi and lesson plans
for the subjects they taught stemmed from the teachers’ lack of pedagogical competence to
conduct more engaging and effective instructional activities. She said:
Some of our folks here still use the old ways. And that’s what we want to fix. We want to
ask our folks not to be the center of instruction anymore, but to be the facilitator instead.
Meaning, as a facilitator, a teacher needs to prepare all instructional materials. Indeed,
that’s our problem here and in other schools in general as well. “Oh I am going to teach
tomorrow,” [but they don’t make adequate preparation] and then [when they teach in
classroom] they just look at the book, and went “Children, open page such and such.”
They don’t think about making the learning activity more active, creative, effective, and
fun.
A parallel concern about teachers’ lack of preparedness to perform school-level
curriculum development activities was also shared by some of parents and School Committee
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members. Mrs. Safiya, whose children used to go to School B and then moved to School E,
provided the following comments when expressing her view about the SBCD policy
implementation:
It has pros and cons. But for Indonesian context, particularly in our region, we need to be
very cautious because, as we know, our human resource quality is still low. If we just let
schools develop their own curriculum, without proper guidance from the experts, it can
be, not dangerous, but it can create a huge gap in educational quality among the schools,
depending on their capacity, because the quality of each school’s curriculum depends on
their human resource quality. Having been a School Committee member for six years in
two different schools, I understand now that the biggest challenge is teacher quality. So,
for me, transferring curriculum development authority to schools is indeed a good idea; it
can force teachers to improve their professionalism; it can result in a School Curriculum
that’s more relevant to the local context. However, in our region, I don’t think it can be
successfully implemented, unless properly supported or facilitated.
As described in the above excerpt, Mrs. Safiya believed that school teachers in the region
generally did not have the competency required to perform school-level curriculum development
activities independently. Therefore, the implementation of the SBCD policy, especially in the
region where the study was conducted, had to be followed by close monitoring and proper
guidance from the experts in order to be fruitful.
Meanwhile, the head of the Curriculum Division within the Dinas Dikpora office, Mr.
Syarifuddin, explained that the practices of “copying-and-pasting” or blindly adopting existing
examples of syllabi, lesson plan, and other related instructional planning documents, done by
some teachers, especially at the beginning years of SBCD policy implementation, were related to
the teachers’ mentality that underestimated the value of such documents. According to Mr.
Syarifuddin, many teachers regarded syllabi, lesson plans, and other related instructional
planning documents that they were required to prepare under the SBCD policy as merely
administrative paperwork that bears little or no significance in their daily teaching practices.
Thus, to the teachers, preparing the documents was just busy work that does not matter much in a
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real classroom instruction. As a result, what was said in the documents was not necessarily what
was taught or what happened in the classroom.
Furthermore, many teachers did not fully master some of the subjects or content area they
were assigned to teach. Given the limited number of adequately trained teachers, and due to the
weak teacher recruitment and training systems, many teachers were assigned to teach subjects or
content areas that were not in their fields of expertise. As classroom or grade-level teachers, a
case in point, all elementary school teachers in the five schools generally had to teach all of the
subjects and local contents (except religious studies; sports, health, and physical education; and
English. The three areas were taught by subject-specific teachers or specialists who majored in
these areas during their undergraduate teacher-training school years), regardless of their prior
academic training or cultural backgrounds.
On top of that, as explained by the Secretary of Dinas Dikpora, they were also mandated
to serve as guidance counselors to their students when needed. Therefore, many teachers feel illprepared to conduct SBCD activities, especially for certain areas such as the local content and
the art, culture, craftsmanship, in which the majority of teachers had not been properly trained. In
this regard, one of the focus group participants in School B, for instance, said:
For me, I have a problem [in developing and implementing SBCD). Here, we have the
local content [i.e. Sasak language] and the art, culture, and craftsmanship courses.
However, most of us do not have a strong foundation in these disciplines. I am a
Balinese; I am not from around here. Thus, naturally I encountered difficulties when
teaching the local content. In the art, culture, and craftsmanship subject, we still cannot
fully meet the expectations because our former training background in college was a little
different. So, we basically just try our best and teach whatever we can in these two
courses. As for the other courses, I don’t think we have that much problem.
As depicted in the above excerpt, the focus group participant expressed his dilemma in
developing and implementing school-based curriculum, particularly with regard to the local
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language and the art, culture, and craftsmanship courses. Being a classroom or grade-level
teacher, the participant was required to participate in developing and implementing instructional
programs for most of the subjects, including the two courses. However, the participant was not a
local person and therefore understandably felt ill-equipped to teach and develop instructional
programs for the local language course. As a result, he had to ask around for help from fellow
teachers and relied heavily on the textbooks, which were also unfortunately scarce. Likewise, the
participant was also assigned to teach the art, culture, and craftsmanship subject, which
according the content standard encompasses five skill areas: art, music, dance, theater, and
craftsmanship. Meanwhile, their mastery and trainings in these types of arts were very limited.
In School E, another example, the local content program batik was ended after one year
of implementation partly due to the teacher’s lack of mastery of the types of batik-making skills
needed in the local content program curriculum, as depicted in the following excerpt:
Last year, we had information, technology, and communication and batik as our local
content programs. Now, after careful evaluation, we decided to have information,
technology, and communication and English conversation [in place of batik]. Based on
our evaluation, our students’ English speaking skills was low, and we also had some
technical issues in implementing the batik program. We did not have enough equipment
and our teacher also lacked the competency needed. We had a hard time deciding what
type of batik to teach to our students. Ideally, we wanted them to learn the traditional
batik from this region, such as the Sasambo batik patterns often found in Sumbawa and
Dompu. However, our teacher did not master that type of batik patterns yet (Ambarsari,
School E, deputy director and head academic affairs).
As indicated by Mrs. Ambarsari above, one of the reasons why the local content batik was
replaced with English conversation was because the teacher assigned to teach batik did not
master the traditional batik patterns that the school wanted the teacher to teach to students.
In addition, the teachers were behind in terms of ability to utilize educational
technologies to improve instructional planning and practices. Despite growing rapidly in recent
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years, the number teachers who have access to or use the internet somewhat frequently seemed to
be very small. As an illustration, the principal of School A, Mr. Imanuddin, estimated that only
10 to 20 percent of his teachers were able to use the internet. The existence of devices such as
desktop and laptop was, as described by Mrs. Endang of School E, mainly used for typing tests
or materials for instruction. In School C, the principal also lamented her staff’s lack of use of the
laboratory equipment available at the school. According to the principal, her teachers rarely
utilized the science laboratory equipment in the school for classroom instruction because many
of them did not know how to use it.
On the other hand, as discussed in the previous sections, parents and the School
Committees were not involved in SBCD activities beyond occasionally providing inputs or
feedback related to the local content and extra-curricular programs. Their engagement was
instead mainly focused on supporting the implementation of the school programs financially,
logistically, or morally. Even though their approval was required for the school-based curriculum
document to be implemented officially, the School Committee members generally viewed that
curriculum decision-making was not part of their domain and should be left to the professionals
at schools or government agencies, such as the Dinas Dikpora.

Unfavorable Perceptions about the SBCD Policy

Listening to the voices of interviewees and focus group participants, it became clear that
not all of them held favorable views about the SBCD policy. First, some of the local stakeholders
acknowledged that they did not have a very clear understanding about SBCD policy and how it
should be implemented at school or in the classroom. Some of them believed that the guidelines
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provided by the government were not clear enough. This issue was, for instance, voiced by Mrs.
Ambarsari, Deputy Director of School E, in the following excerpt as:
The existing SBCD guidelines are too general, too general. They do not tell us
specifically what to do in each stage. What needs to be done, or what steps need to be
taken in stage A, for instance, are not provided. The only thing there is some general
explanations about that stage. No technical guidelines yet until now. So, we basically
have to interpret the guidelines ourselves.
As attested by Mrs. Ambarsari, the SBCD guidelines provided by the government were
considered too general. Technical guidelines that would provide more detailed information about
the policy and how it should be implemented at school level were still needed.
Similar concerns were shared by teachers from other schools, as revealed in some of the
focus groups conducted. In School C, for example, the focus group participants openly said that
they did not fully understand the SBCD and that their curriculum documents did not truly reflect
their school’s unique contexts, as required by the SBCD policy. Some of the participants
attributed their lack of understanding of and inability to implement SBCD properly to the
conflicting information they had received about the policy through the Dinas Dikpora oversight
representatives or the city-level curriculum development team (Tim Pengembang Kurikulum
Kota). Some of them also believe that the curriculum policies were constantly changed by the
government and that there were so much information being passed on to teachers that it became
too overwhelming for them. In short, one of the challenges in the SBCD policy implementation
was concerned with the lack of clarity perceived by the local stakeholders regarding the policy
itself as well as how it should be translated into the daily schooling practices.
Secondly, to some of the local stakeholders at the schools, the SBCD policy was an
initiative that was not in line with some of the existing educational policies issued by the
government, particularly with regard to educational evaluation. As revealed in the focus groups
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conducted in School B and E, for instance, the teachers generally believed that the purpose of
SBCD policy was improving the local stakeholders’ role or autonomy in curriculum decisionmaking, by providing a room for them to translate the Content Standard into instructional plans
and programs that were more responsive to the needs and interests of each school. However,
according to the participants, that would be difficult to achieve since they constantly had to heed
to what was going to be tested in the final exams administered by both the central and regional
government.
Third, one of possible reason that had kept the local stakeholders from actively taking
part in the SBCD activities was the perceived complexity of the tasks associated with translating
the national standards into instructional programs that are relevant to their local contexts. For
instance, some of them contended that the learning standards and benchmarks stipulated for each
subject in the Content Standard was already too dense and rigid that there was not enough room
left for them maneuver. Responding to the researcher’s question about the notion of School
Autonomy advocated in the SBCD policy, the deputy director and head of academic affairs in
School E commented as follows:
Indeed it is really difficult, let alone if we look at the national Content Standard, it is
already very dense, very dense. Eliminating some parts of it is impossible because they
could be part of the test in the national exam. We cannot do away with it. That’s our
problem. Meanwhile, our time is very limited. The amount of effective instructional time
available really does not allow us maneuver significantly (Ambarsari, School E).
According to Mrs. Ambarsari, the idea of School Autonomy purported in the SBCD policy was
an ideal that would be very difficult to achieve given the dense content coverage prescribed in
the Content Standard.
Similarly, one of the focus group participants in School A said: “Actually the advantage
of the SBCD is that schools are allowed to do whatever they want. However, the disadvantage is
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that the materials to be covered in the Content Standard are already too much.” The same feeling
also seemed to be shared by the head of School Committee in School C, Mr. Burhanuddin. He
said that the School Committee members have always wanted to propose some type of life-skill
related content that they thought the students were not getting from the current School
Curriculum. However, the committee realized that existing curriculum was already too heavy so
they did not do it.
In addition, for some teachers in the five schools, the SBCD policy simply meant a lot of
extra busywork. Under the SBCD policy, teachers were expected to participate in school-based
curriculum development activities, which entailed preparing dokumen satu, syllabi, lesson plans,
and other related instructional planning documents for each subjects or grade levels they taught.
Not only that, the development of these documents had to be conducted in a certain way, i.e. by
following the guidelines or procedures set forth in the Content Standard or the Process Standard,
which according to some of the teachers were not very practical. One of the teachers
participating in the focus group conducted in School D, for example, expressed her feeling about
this particular issue in the following excerpt:
If we look at the model of lesson plans today, if we really really develop the lessons
[according to the requirements set in the Process Standards], we won’t be able to teach
[due to lack of time]. All day yesterday we tried to develop a single lesson plan, but we
couldn’t finish it. It’s insane because as grade-level teachers, we have many subjects to
teach. I’m sure that all those requirements were set up with absolutely good intentions.
But they just aren’t realistic.
The above comment, which most of the focus group participants seemed to agree with at the
time, depicts the teachers’ concern about the things that they were asked to do in the name of
implementing the SBCD policy, including in developing the lesson plans based on the template
or model stipulated in the Process Standard document. According to the focus group participant,
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requiring teachers to develop lesson plans every day for all of the subjects or content areas, and
especially using the model or requirements prescribed by in the Process Standard, was not
something that can be done easily without sacrificing instructional time at school.
Finally, as mentioned in the beginning of this writing, the SBCD policy in Indonesia was
implemented as a consequence of the socio-political changes at the national level which later
spilled over into education sector. It was not an idea that emerged from empirical studies
conducted by educational researchers or practitioners in the field. Nor was it an initiative that
was born from perceived needs at the grass root level that were later accommodated by the
policy makers in the central government. So, another possible challenge of the SBCD policy
implementation was the fact that the local stakeholders did not see the need for the
implementation of the policy in the first place. This claim was substantiated further in the
answers and comments provided by the interview and focus group participants as well as in the
dokumen satu collected from each school.
In response to the researcher’s questions concerning their opinions about the advantages
or strengths of the SBCD policy, the majority of the participants almost unanimously said that
the policy provided a degree of autonomy for schools to develop curriculum according to their
needs, ability, or interests – a line which was frequently repeated in the SBCD policy documents
provided by the government. None of the participants criticized the prior status quo that might
have led to the emergence of the SBCD policy. No teachers, for instance, said that the
centralized curriculum policy prior to the SBCD implementation was hindering teacher creativity
development; that the centrally developed curriculum lacked sensitivity to local School
Conditions; or that there was a need for more decentralized or democratic curriculum
development processes, and so forth.
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In fact, the answers and comments provided by some of the participants were
contradictory to the often cited arguments for implementing the SBCD policy. For example,
when asked about the impact of SBCD policy on his instructional practices, Mr. Arman of
School A said: “We can feel it as we perform our tasks daily. Our targets seem clearer. We can
understand the objectives that our students should achieve better. It is clearer than in the previous
curriculum.” As attested by Mr. Arman, the implementation of SBCD policy brought about
better clarity to his understanding of what he should teach or what types of competencies his
students should master because they have been prescribed in the Content Standards. So, it
seemed that Mr. Arman would prefer to have a prescribed curriculum that specifies for him what
content to teach or what instructional objectives to achieve; rather than having the opportunity to
develop his own curriculum or translate the Content Standard into instructional plans that are
consistent with the local contexts of his school.
Interview with the School Committee member in School C also yielded a similar
conclusion. According to the interviewee, a centrally developed curriculum is better because the
government has much better resources than the schools, and that all public schools should follow
the national curriculum prescribed by the government. In addition, reviews of the dokumen satu
collected from each School Also yielded similar results. In the introduction sections of each
document, the rationales provided for the development of each curriculum document consisted of
just legal foundations, i.e. the list of laws and regulations that were the legal basis for the
implementation of the SBCD policy, and nothing more.
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Unsupportive Environmental Conditions

Analyses of the interview and focus group data also suggested that the environment or
condition in which the SBCD policy was implemented did not appear to be very conducive. One
of the challenges was the perceived lack of means and resources to support the implementation
of the policy, such as SBCD-related professional development, relevant textbooks and materials,
and professionally-trained teachers for certain subjects or content areas.
When asked about their concerns regarding the school-based curriculum implementation
in their school, one of the focus group participants in School A said:
It is true that the government has conducted trainings on SBCD several times, but the
participants were very limited. Consequently, many of us here still do not really
understand the policy. So, more training needs to be conducted to improve our
competency in developing school-level curriculum.
As shown in the above excerpt, the participant attributed teachers’ lack of understanding of the
SBCD policy due to the limited the number of trainings provided by the government compared
to the number of teachers that needed the training.
The lack of training opportunity issue appeared to be compounded with inequality of
access to SBCD trainings for teachers, as indicated by some of the interviewees. For instance,
Mrs. Tirta of School A said: “When I was in the previous sub-district, [I participated in inservice trainings quit often]. After moving to this sub-district, because maybe people in the Dinas
Dikpora don’t know me, I participated in SBCD training only once.” Thus, as indicated by Mrs.
Tirta, the selection of training participants might be affected by personal relationship between the
teacher and the official from the Dinas Dikpora, rather than be based on necessity or
meritocracy.
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According to the participants, the implementation of the SBCD policy encouraged
schools to provide learning experiences that were more locally contextualized than in the
previous curriculum policy. However, many teachers believed that such a task was difficult to
accomplish because of the lack of relevant textbooks and materials available. Therefore, they had
to be creative in finding or creating their own materials, which not all them were inclined or
prepared to do, as indicated in the following excerpt:
In the textbook, for example, one of the topics discussed was about West Java. Teachers
who aren’t creative will teach about West Java, even though they live in this region. They
should study about our province instead. That’s what happens when the teachers aren’t
creative (Focus group participant, School B).
The scarcity of relevant textbooks and materials was even a bigger problem for certain
local content subjects, such as the local language and culture. This issue was acknowledged by
the head of Curriculum Division at the Dinas Dikpora. When asked about the availability of
textbooks and materials for the local language and culture subject in each school, he said: “It is
limited. That is something that we perhaps still have to work on. But we do have a program in
place for developing and distributing the textbooks for schools.” In School E, another example,
the teaching of the local content Batik was terminated after one year of implementation partially
due to lack of equipment for students to practice with.
Furthermore, as indicated in the previous section, for the arts, culture and craftsmanship
as well as some local content subjects, professionally-trained or certified teachers seemed to be a
rarity in the five schools. The subjects were mostly taught by grade-level teachers who often had
very little or no training in the areas. In discussing the weaknesses of SBCD implementation in
School B, one of the focus group participants commented:
Indeed, sir, in the two subjects, we have a difficulty. The school has brought in a
specialist to teach the art, culture, and craftsmanship, but only for some grade levels. This
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year, there is a plan to bring in another specialist to teach the local content. Frankly, what
is taught at the same grade level in these subjects varied widely – depending on teacher’s
ability. And if the teacher is not a local person, of course we really can’t expect much
(Focus group participant, School B).
In the above excerpt, the participant re-affirmed what other focus group participants had said
about the challenge of implementing the SBCD policy in School B, i.e. lack of qualified
professionals to teach the art, culture, and craft subject and the local content subject. Due to the
absence or lack of qualified teachers, the two subjects were mostly taught by the grade-level
teachers. The subject specialists hired by the schools to teach the two courses were not enough to
meet demands in the school, which had a total of 27 classes across its six grade levels.
Secondly, time constraint was another issue often cited by some of the local stakeholders
at School As a barrier to the SBCD policy implementation. At the time of the fieldwork, none of
the five schools had completed their curriculum development or revision activities for that year.
Some of the interviewees explained that the delay was mainly due to timing issue, as depicted in
the following excerpt:
Currently, we still use last year’s [curriculum]. The beginning of this school year was not
so convenient. I mean, we started the new school year, but a week later there were several
days off due to the fasting month. And then, during the fasting month, it is hard to find
the time because the curriculum content is already dense while the school time is
shortened. On top of that, we have an obligation to conduct religious activities for the
students. So, we probably are going to have the meeting after the Eid holiday, where we
will review what we have implemented, what we have developed (Ambarsari, deputy
director and head of academic affairs, School E).
According to Mrs. Ambarsari, the annual curriculum development meeting in her school had not
been conducted yet for that year because there was no time available to do it yet.
Some of the focus group participants in School A complained about the lack of time left
to prepare the daily lesson plans and other related instructional planning documents at school.
One of the teachers, for example, said:
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Based on my years of experience preparing the school-based curriculum documents,
sometimes there isn’t enough time. At school, we have to teach so many hours that we do
not have enough time left to prepare the school-based curriculum [documents].
Consequently, we have to sacrifice our time at home to complete them.
As stated by the participant, teachers in School A were required to teach so many hours that they
did not have enough time to prepare the daily lesson plans and other related documents at School
And, therefore, had to use some of their personal time at home to prepare the documents.
Time constraint was also mentioned by some of the teachers and principals as a barrier to
conducting SBCD-related professional development or collaboration in their schools. In this
regard, Mrs. Ainun of School B, said:
The teacher work group [Kelompok Kerja Guru (KKG)] is a really good thing, because
the issues that are discussed in that forum are real problems that teachers have in their
classrooms, unlike the typical trainings in which the topics are already determined from
the outset and may not be relevant to what the teachers need. However, our problem is
time. We do not have enough time to do it.
As indicated by Mrs. Ainun, who was the principal of School B, the lack of time available did
not allow her and her teachers to conduct a school-based professional development program
(known in the field as the Kelompok Kerja Guru (KKG), or the teacher work group) as often as
they would like to.
Similarly, responding to the researcher’s question about the availability of teacher
collaboration in school-based curriculum development or implementation in her school, Mrs.
Endang of School E commented:
Indeed we should have a meeting regularly, just as what the director wants us to do,
teachers need to get together every month to evaluate what we have done, what was the
weaknesses? But because we all are very busy, and because of all the unplanned things
that happened, we had to keep postponing it.
According to Mrs. Endang, time constraint did not allow teachers in School E to collaborate and
share their experiences of developing and implementing their school-based curriculum.
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Third, the lack of strong incentives also appeared to hinder the implementation of the
SBCD policy. Indeed, there were programs or activities in place to encourage the local
stakeholders to comply with the SBCD policy. For teachers, for example, supervision and
evaluation programs were conducted by both the principal and the district oversight
representative to ensure that, among other things, teachers develop syllabi and lesson plans for
all of the subjects they taught. The validation and verification processes were also conducted by
the Dinas Dikpora to make sure that schools, not only developed their dokumen satu and
dokumen dua each year, but also developed them according to the existing guidelines or
standards.
However, the influence of these forces was offset by the existence of the national exam
and the city-wide common exam policies, which were considered by many of the local
stakeholders at School As shackling their ability to design instructional plans that were more
responsive to students learning needs and interests as demanded in the SBCD policy. In this
regard, one of the teachers interviewed in School C, for example, provided the following
comment when asked about his perception of the benefit of implementing the SBCD policy:
The school-based curriculum is supposed to generate positive impact [for the
improvement of instructional quality]. As teachers, however, we are bound by the final
exams administered by the Dinas Dikpora each semester. Therefore, prior to teaching, I
usually look at the tests made by the Dinas Dikpora, and then I teach them. If we follow
our own curriculum, we do not know if they are going to make it in the final exam or not.
Parents also demanded that their children be able to score high on the test. And to
continue to a good school, the students need to have good scores in their report cards
(Zaini, 6th grade teacher, School C).
As indicated by Mr. Zaini above, he and other teachers like him chose not to develop their
syllabi and lesson plans. They were worried that if they developed their own syllabi and lesson
plans based on their own local School Context, their students might not be able to pass the
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standardized tests administered by the Dinas Dikpora or the central government. Therefore, in
planning and conducting instructional programs, they focused on the contents or materials that he
thought would be tested in exams only. And if they did make their school-based curriculum
documents, they might not implement them faithfully. In other words they prepared their syllabi
and lesson just to show compliance with the SBCD policy superficially.
Finally, the preservation of the high-stakes exam, and other policies deemed inconsistent
with the spirit of the SBCD policy, was seen by the some of the local stakeholders as an
indication of the government’s half-hearted commitment in implementing the policy. For
example, when asked about her opinion regarding the issue of School Autonomy associated with
the implementation of SBCD policy, Mrs. Amaravati said:
I am in support of that discourse. Indeed, in the ministerial decree regulation, it was said
that schools have the authority to develop curriculum by itself. And that was the essence
of the SBCD. I completely agree with that. However, that can only be realized when
schools are truly given to the authority to do it. The problem is the law is not being
implemented as it should be. The proclaimed School Autonomy is not being implemented
in the reality of education processes. For example, it is said that schools can or have the
autonomy to develop their curricula; but how come the common exam administered by
the Dinas Dikpora is still in place. Since the evaluation instrument is determined by them,
it is difficult to truly develop our own curriculum without having to worry about what is
going to be tested by them. So, the regulations are overlapping here. Furthermore, if we
look at the Content Standard, it is already overloaded. It is hard to maneuver because of
it. Taking off any parts of it is impossible because they may come out in the national
exam later. It is something that we cannot get away with. Meanwhile, our effective
instructional time is also very limited (Ambarsari, deputy director, School E).
As attested by Mrs. Ambarsari, she believed that the government was not fully committed in
implementing the SBCD policy as indicated by the continued implementation of the standardized
testing practices by both the national and regional government. In addition, she pointed out that
the Content Standard prescribed too many things and therefore made it difficult for the local
stakeholders at school to customize their curricula based on their local contexts.
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In line with Mrs. Ambarsari’s statement, one of the focus group participants in School C
commented as follows, in response to the researcher’s question about teachers’ involvement in
SBCD activities in the school:
Everyone here is involved [in the SBCD activities]. However, we aren’t allowed to
actually develop our own curriculum. Indeed, the SBCD is about liberty; however, there
are factors that confine us, including the SBCD policy [the national standard] itself,
which was created by the central government. It was made at the national level and then
handed to the regions. Ideally, the regions themselves should develop their curriculum
based on their own local contexts.
According to the teacher, although every teacher in his school took part in the SBCD activities,
they were not really free to develop their instructional plans. The promulgation of the national
Content Standard, for example, was seen as an indication that that government was not ready yet
to relinquish some of their curriculum development authority to the local stakeholders.

Summary of Finding # 5

Various issues appeared to have prevented the local stakeholders from actively and
effectively taking part in SBCD activities. These issues, however, revolved around three areas.
The first area was related to the limited capacity and/or willingness of the local stakeholders to
take on their roles in SBCD policy implementation. The second area was related to the
unfavorable perceptions held by the local stakeholders about the SBCD policy itself. These
unfavorable perceptions included; (a) lack of clarity about the policy and how it should be
implemented, (b) incompatibility of the policy with existing standardized exam policy, (c)
complexity of the tasks associated with school-based curriculum development activities, and (d)
lack of needs for the implementation of the policy. The third area was related to the unsupportive
implementation environment or condition under which the SBCD policy was implemented.
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These unsupportive implementation environments included: (a) lack of means and resources to
support the implementation of the policy, (b) time constraint, (c) lack of incentives available for
the local stakeholders to actively participate in SBCD activities, and (d) government’s lack
commitment in supporting the implementation of the policy.

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The previous chapter presents the findings obtained from analyses of interview, focus
group, and observation as well as artifacts collected during the fieldwork. This chapter discusses
the findings of the study further in order to provide a more holistic understanding of the
phenomenon under study. Connections between the findings of this the literature are also
discussed. Additionally, several recommendations for educational practice and future research
are provided in this chapter.

The Mirage of Curriculum Decentralization

The processes of developing a school-based curriculum in the five schools was conducted
thorough workshops, group works, and individual activities aimed at translating the national
standards into instructional planning documents, i.e. dokumen satu and dokumen dua. This
process of translating the national standards typically entailed developing, adapting, or adopting
various components of both documents, such as (a) vision, mission, and goal of schooling, (b)
structure and content of curriculum, (c) School Calendar, (d) syllabi, and (e) lesson plans, as well
as reviewing and/or revising them each year. The processes of implementing the school-based
curriculum consisted of the sanctioning of instructional planning documents by the principals, as
well as by the School Committee and the city education office in case of the dokumen satu.
Monitoring and evaluation activities were also conducted both by the schools themselves and
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oversight representatives from the city education office, or Dinas Dikpora, to ensure compliance
with the SBCD policy. The processes of developing and implementing the school-based
curriculum in each school involved a number of local stakeholders, including teachers and
principals, parents and School Committee members, several officials from the Dinas Dikpora,
and external facilitators or consultants.
The school-based curriculum development and implementation processes succinctly
described above were overall consistent with the rules and guidelines provided by the
government. However, a close examination of the various rules and guidelines governing the
SBCD policy implementation as well as how the local stockholders played their roles revealed
that there has not been any fundamental change in the distribution of power between the central
government and the local stakeholders. The curriculum development authority mostly still
resides in the hands of the central government. The changes that were observed as a result of the
SBCD policy implementation were only marginal and superficial in nature.
Most of the components that make up the dokumen satu and the dokumen dua constructed
by each school has been determined to a great extent by the government through various rules
and regulations issued to guide the SBCD policy implementation, such as the Content Standard,
the Process Standard, the Graduate Competency Standard, and the Guideline of SBCD for
Elementary and Secondary Education. Consequently, there was very little room left for the
schools to develop a school-based curriculum according to their local contexts.
In the Content Standard, which was one of the main references for schools in developing
their school-based curriculum, the government established a comprehensive parameter regarding
what Indonesian children in every level (i.e. elementary, junior, and high) and every stream (i.e.
general, religious, vocational, and special) of education should know and be able to do. These
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parameters encompassed matters that were related to (a) education goal, (b) basic framework and
structure of curriculum, (c) learning standards and benchmarks, (d) School Calendar, and even
(e) criteria for grade retention and graduation (PERMENDIKNAS No. 22/2006).
With regard to the framework and structure of curriculum, for instance, the government
defined what the programs of study for elementary schools should look like, as depicted in the
following table.
Table 4
Programs of Study for Elementary Schools
Programs

Time Allocation per Grade Level
1st
2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th

thematic approach

Common subjects
1. Religious Study
3
3
3
2. Civic Education
2
2
2
3. Indonesian
5
5
5
4. Mathematics
5
5
5
5. Natural Science
4
4
4
6. Social Science
3
3
3
7. Art, Culture, and Craft
4
4
4
8. Physical Education, Sport, and Wellness
4
4
4
Local contents
2
2
2
Self-development
2* 2* 2*
Total
26
27
28 32 32 32
Note: 2* is equivalent to two instructional hours. One instructional hour is equal to 35
minutes. (Source: PERMENDIKNAS No. 22/2006)
As seen in Table 4, the central government stipulated that all elementary schools in
Indonesia should offer a program of study that consist of eight common core subjects (i.e.
religious study, civic, Indonesian, math, natural science, social science, art, and physical
education), local content subjects and self-development programs. The scope and depth of
content that should be covered under the eight common core subjects were also determined in the
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learning standards and benchmarks included in the Content Standard. And so was allocation of
instructional time for each program and grade level. Thus, there was only a limited room left for
schools to develop a program based on their needs or interests, except for the local content and
the self-development areas.
The local content subjects were not specified in the Content Standard; however, interview
and focus group data indicated that such provision was made at the city or district level. Each
school was free to choose or develop the local content subjects that they wished as long as the
subjects fell into certain fields that had been specified by the Dinas Dikpora. However, the
SBCD activities in these areas were often hampered by teachers’ lack of skills and schools’ lack
of resources. Besides, there was a perception among the local stakeholders that local content was
somewhat less important than the eight common core subjects.
Similarly, the self-development programs were not clearly specified in Content Standard.
The term was used to refer to a certain group of programs or activities designed to provide
opportunities for students to express themselves according to their needs, talents, or interests.
Under this group, the schools listed various programs and activities that had been typically under
the School Authority to decide or that had been already there before the SBCD policy was
enacted, such as extra-curricular activities, after-School Academic programs, religious and
cultural activities, and those that would be considered elements of a hidden curriculum (e.g.
uniform policy, flag raising ceremony, certain good manner practices).
Unlike the Common Core State Standards or the Illinois learning standards, which mostly
focus on defining expectations about what students should know and be able to do, the
Indonesian national standards also prescribed how the curriculum should be delivered. As shown
in Table 4, for example, the Content Standard stipulated that students in 1st to 3rd grades should
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be taught using thematic approach while those in 4 to 6 grades should be taught using subjectth

th

based approach.
Furthermore, a more complete set of guidelines regarding how instructional processes
should be planned, implemented, evaluated, and monitored is provided in the Process Standard.
In terms of instructional planning process, for instance, the Process Standard stipulated that
elementary and secondary school teachers should develop syllabi and lesson plans based on the
learning standards and benchmarks provided in the Content Standard, the performance standard
in Graduate Competency Standard, as well as the SBCD Guidelines produced by the Board of
National Standard of Education [Badan Standar Nasional Pendidikan or BSNP]. The Process
Standard also prescribed the components of a syllabus and lesson plan as well as how to develop
these types of instructional planning documents (PERMENDIKNAS No. 41/2007).
In addition to three types of national standards mentioned, there were five other national
standards established by the Board of National Standard of Education to regulate Indonesian
education system as mandated by the National Education System Act No. 20 of 2003 [UU
Sisdiknas No. 20/2003] and the Government Regulation No. 19 of 2005 [PP No. 19/2005]. The
five national standards encompassed the following five aspects of education: (a) personnel, (b)
facilities and infrastructure, (c) management, (d) financing, and (e) evaluation. In short, the
notion of curriculum decentralization associated with the policy was merely a mirage –
something that appeared to be real or possible, but in fact it was not so.
Some may argue that the provision of national standard of education, such as the Content
Standard, is intended merely as a baseline for schools in determining the width and depth of
content areas that they should offer to their students. In other words, if they have the capability to
do it, all elementary and secondary schools are welcomed to provide educational experiences that
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exceed the expectations stated in the Content Standard. Such argument seems valid given the
definition of Content Standard provided in the Ministry of Education Regulation No. 22/2006,
article 1(a):
The Content Standard for Primary and Secondary Education, hereinafter referred to as
Content Standard, includes the minimum scope of materials and the minimum level of
competency required in order to achieve the minimum level of graduate competency for
each level and type of education.
However, this argument presupposes that the people responsible for implementing the
SBCD policy are ready to take on their responsibilities and that all contributing factors are in
favor of the policy implementation. But, findings of the study suggested that this was hardly the
case. Many of the local stakeholders, especially teachers, who were the majority group and at the
front line of SBCD policy implementation were not quite prepared or simply unwilling to
actively participate in developing syllabi and lesson plans according to their local contexts.
Numerous challenges related to the conception of the SBCD policy itself (e.g., lack of clarity,
conflict with evaluation policy, complexity of the tasks) as well as the conditions surrounding the
policy implementation (e.g., lack of training and resources, time constraints, lack of incentives)
have prevented the local stakeholders from being actively and effectively involved in the SBCD
activities. Consequently, the implementation of the SBCD policy often resulted in the production
of instructional planning documents that were simply aimed at fulfilling the formal requirement
of the policy, rather than to genuinely guide the instructional process at school.

Revisiting Previous Studies on SBCD

The findings of this study surprisingly indicated a number of similarities with the results
of several other studies on SBCD in multiple regions in Indonesia and from a few other
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countries. This section highlights some of these similarities, which are organized into three areas:
SBCD process, SBCD formality, and SBCD challenges.

SBCD Process

In terms of the SBCD process, the findings of this study were consistent with the results
of a survey conducted by the Ministry of National Education (MONE) and the Japan
International Cooperation Agency (JICA). Looking at how 31 schools from South Kalimantan,
East Java, and West Sumatra implemented the SBCD policy, the MONE-JICA (2010) study
reported that almost all of the schools surveyed had begun implementing SBCD policy and that
multiple stakeholder groups were also involved in the process, including teachers, administrators,
and School Committee members. Similarly, this study also found the five schools in this study
participated in various activities associated with the SBCD policy implementation involving
many local stakeholder groups.
According to the MONE-JICA study, the School Calendars and mission statements were
typically determined collaboratively by all stakeholders, while the syllabi and lesson plans were
normally delegated to teachers or group of teachers. And in developing the lesson plans and
syllabi, some teachers worked independently, some others worked with their colleagues from the
same schools; however, the majority of them worked in collaboration with other teachers in the
district/city who taught the same course (MONE-JICA, 2010).
Similarly, interview and focus group data in this study indicated that process of
developing a school-based curriculum in the five schools included conducting a workshop,
small-group teacher collaboration, and individual teacher curriculum development activities. The
workshop was conducted involving various local stakeholder groups for the purpose of
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constructing the dokumen satu, which included School Calendars and mission statements.
Meanwhile, the small-group teacher collaboration and the individual teacher curriculum
development activities conducted for the purpose of developing the dokumen dua, which
contained syllabi and lesson plans.
Additionally, the MONE-JICA study reported that in developing syllabi and lesson plans,
some teachers started from scratch by analyzing the standards, but the majority of them adopted
or adapted the lesson plan and syllabus samples provided by the BSNP and other sources
(MONE-JICA, 2010). Similarly, the findings in this study suggested that in developing their
school-based curriculum documents, mainly adapt or adopt samples of syllabi and lesson plans
from various sources, such as the government, commercial textbooks, colleagues, and the
internet. The findings also suggested that some teachers might have simply copied-and-pasted
those syllabi and lesson plan samples without making any meaningful changes to fit their local
contexts.

SBCD Formality

The findings of this study also suggested that, regardless of their participation in various
activities associated with the SBCD policy implementation, the local stakeholders’ role in
shaping or making decisions about their school-based curriculum was still limited. Most
teachers, for instance, chose to adopt or slightly adapt syllabus and lesson plan samples from
various sources in SBCD development process. Some of them even apparently just copied-andpasted the documents in order to meet what they might have perceived as administrative
requirements or paperwork associated with SBCD implementation. Content analysis of the
dokumen satu and dokumen dua also indicated that most of the components or elements that
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made up the two types of the school-based curriculum documents were already determined to a
great extent in the Content Standard and the Process Standard. Thus, the local stakeholder
participation in SBCD activities was mostly a formality.
Similarly, based on his investigation of the SBCD policy implementation in 40 schools in
East Java, Siswono (2008) reported that nearly half of the schools had not begun implementing
policy, and that the schools that had done so did it merely to show compliance with the new
regulation without substantially changing their practice. Sutrisno and Nuryanto (2008), who
surveyed the policy implementation in 58 schools Jambi province, Indonesia, also concluded that
the SBCD implementation did not translate well into the reality of curriculum development and
instructional practices in those schools. Finally, Bezzina (1989) conducted a case study of the
implementation of SBCD programs in a catholic primary school in Sydney, Australia. Findings
of the study revealed that, among other things, teachers often did not follow the official School
Curriculum they helped develop. They seemed to view the production of curriculum documents
and policies to be the limit of SBCD and did not see any personal or professional benefits of
implementing it (e.g. increased job satisfaction, enhanced sense of ownership and self-efficacy,
improved student outcome).
The similarity of findings resulted from the studies highlights a critical issue impinging
SBCD policy implementations, i.e. the failure of such initiatives to bring about meaningful
changes in terms of the redistribution of power for curriculum decision-making from the central
authorities to the schools. This issue is not unique to SBCD policy implementation in Indonesia,
but also besets other educational decentralization reforms in many places (Bimber, 1992; Brown,
1992). This issue also complicates any efforts to measure the effectiveness of SBCD policy
implementation on student learning outcomes because it makes the evaluation result premature.
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The explanations for the issue are manifold as discussed in the findings of this study as well as
other studies described under the following sub-heading.

SBCD Challenges

In the early years of SBCD policy implementation, several studies (Komarudin, Jaffar &
Budiman, 2008; Setiawan, 2008; and Hardianto & Syam, 2009) were conducted on the local
stakeholder readiness to implement SBCD policy in different levels of School And different
regions in Indonesia. Results of the studies showed that although the teachers and the principals
demonstrated having some familiarity with the SBCD concept, many of them did not have the
expertise to be effectively engaged in the SBCD activities. The Curriculum Center of the
Ministry of National Education in Indonesia, which used to be tasked with developing the
national curriculum before the implementation of the SBCD policy, also reported that the agency
had provided SBCD-related trainings and workshops in 440 out of the 442 districts and
municipalities in Indonesia and that most provinces had formed their own regional curriculum
development teams to facilitate schools in developing their school-based curriculum. However,
the report also indicated that the teachers were struggling to develop syllabi and lesson plans that
were aligned with the national standards (PUSKUR, 2008). In addition, Sutrisno and Nuryanto
(2008) reported that there was a widespread misconception among teachers and principals
schools in Jambi province, Indonesia, about what SBCD really meant and how it should be
implemented, which they attributed to lack of training program and support system provided by
the government.
Some SBCD studies from other countries also identified several issues challenging
SBCD initiatives (Bezzina, 1989; Cheng & Chung, 2000; and Li, 2006). Bezzina (1989) reported
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that teachers saw lack of time available and conflicting demands and priorities at School As the
greatest barriers to participating in SBCD, while the supportive role of principal was seen as the
biggest aid. Chen and Chung (2000), who examined practitioners’ views of and attitudes towards
SBCD implementation in 12 schools in Taiwan, indicated the challenges of SBCD
implementation included lack of clear understanding of the newly reformed curriculum
guidelines, lack of willingness, ability and skills to participate in curriculum development
activities, lack of administrative support, and concerns about the impact of SCBD on students’
performance on standardized tests. Li (2006), who investigated how an SBCD initiative was
interpreted and implemented by teachers and principals of kindergartens in Hong Kong, China,
reported that the most common obstacles to SBCD implementation in the schools were teachers’
lack of expertise in curriculum and material development, lack of available resources, and lack of
administrators’ support for SBCD implementation.
Based on the reports and findings of these studies, it can be concluded that the common
challenges to SBCD policy implementation included: (a) lack of readiness from those
responsible for implementing the policy (i.e. lack of knowledge and skills related curriculum
development), (b) the lack of supporting resources provided, (c) lack of commitment from those
in leadership position, (d) time constraint, and (e) some unresolved questions regarding the
clarity and value or effectiveness of SBCD concept.
Similarly, the findings of this study identified a number of challenges facing the
implementation of SBCD policy in the five schools, which can be categorized into three issues:
(1) limited capacity and willingness, (2) unfavorable perceptions about of the SBCD policy, (3)
unsupportive conditions under which the policy was implemented. Regarding the first issue,
findings of this study suggested that not all of the local stakeholders were ready to actively
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engage in SBCD development and implementation activities. Many teachers, for instance, lacked
the necessary skills and knowledge about syllabus and lesson plan development. With regard to
the second issue, the challenges included: (a) lack of clarity among the local stakeholders about
the meaning of SBCD and how it should be implemented, (b) incompatibility of the SBCD
concept with the existing evaluation policy, (c) complexity of the tasks associated with
developing school-based curriculum documents, and (d) lack of perceived need for the SBCD
policy implementation. The third issue included: (a) lack of means and resources to support the
SBCD implementation, (b) time constraints, (c) lack of strong incentives to induce the local
stakeholders to be proactive in implementing the policy, and (d) lack of commitment
demonstrated by the government as indicated by the continued implementation of standardized
tests and the lack of supporting resources provided.

The Three Domains: Perceived Characteristics of Change, Stakeholder Characteristics, and
Perceived Characteristics of Change Implementation Environment

The findings of this study also validate most of the premise postulated in the conceptual
framework used in this study, which was built on several theories on change implementation, i.e.
Fullan’s New Meaning of Educational Change (Fullan, 1994, 2007), Roger’s Diffusion of
Innovation (Roger, 2003), Hall and associates’ Concerns-Based Adoption Model (Hall, Dirksen
& George, 2006; and Hall, Wallace & Dossett, 1973; Hord, Rutherford, Huling-Austin & Hall,
1987; and Hord, Stiegelbauer, George 2006; George, Hall & Stiegelbauer, 2006), Ely’s
Conditions of Change (Ely, 1990b, 1999), and Zaltman and Duncan’s Strategies for Planned
Change (Zaltman & Duncan, 1977). As presented in the literature review chapter, based on the
researcher’s analysis of the theories, there are twelve elements that can help explain the success
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or failure of an educational change implementation. These twelve elements generally fall into
three domains: (a) the perceived characteristics of the educational change project, (b) the
characteristics of individuals responsible for implementing the change project, and (c) the
perceived characteristics of environment where the change project is implemented.
Under the first domain (i.e. perceived characteristics of educational change), the elements
include: (1) need, which refers to the extent to which the change is wanted by the people
responsible for implementing it; (2) clarity, which refers to the extent to which the goals and
means of the change implementation is understood by those responsible for implementing it; (3)
complexity, which refers to the difficulty level or the extent of change required of individuals
responsible for implementing it; (4) quality, which refers to degree of excellence or worth of the
educational change.
Under the second domain (i.e. characteristics individuals responsible for implementing
the educational change), the elements include: (1) willingness, which refers to the extent to
which the individuals involved agree or are inclined to accept their role in the educational change
implementation without force or coercion; and (2) ability, which refers to whether or not the
individuals responsible for implementing the educational change have the knowledge and skills
required.
Under the third domain (i.e. perceived characteristics of the educational change
implementation environment), the elements include: (1) resources, which refers to availability of
all the means required to support the change implementation; (2) time, which refers to the
availability of time for acquiring the knowledge and skills, planning for use, adapting, integrating
and reflecting upon what have been done in the implementation process; (3) rewards and
incentives, which refers to whether there is something positive or negative given to motivate the
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individuals responsible for the change implementation to play their respective roles; (4)
participation, which refers the extent to which there is a shared decision-making,
communication, and collaboration among all stakeholders during the implementation process; (5)
commitment, which refers to a condition that demonstrates firm and visible endorsement and
continuing support from all stakeholders, especially from those in leadership position; and (6)
leadership, which refers to the capacity or effectiveness of those in the leadership positions to
lead in the change implementation process.
The findings of this study demonstrated that the majority of elements mentioned under
each domain above also emerged as contributing elements that appeared to have influenced the
implementation of SBCD policy in the five schools. With regard to the first domain (i.e.
perceived characteristics of educational change), data analysis indicated that there were at least
four unfavorable perceptions about SBCD policy held by the local stakeholders, which appeared
to have held them back from participating in SBCD activities effectively. These unfavorable
perceptions consisted of: (1) lack of clarity about the SBCD policy and how it should be
implemented, which corresponds to clarity; (2) incompatibility of the SBCD policy with existing
standardized testing policy, which can be interpreted as in line with the idea of quality; (3)
complexity of the tasks associated with school-based curriculum development activities, which
corresponds to complexity; and (4) lack of needs for the implementation of the policy, which
corresponds to needs.
With regard to the second domain (i.e. characteristics of individuals responsible for
implementing the educational change), findings of the study indicated that the local stakeholders’
limited capacity and willingness has prevented them from taking part in SBCD activities
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effectively. Limited capacity and lack of willingness directly correspond to ability and
willingness elements under the second domain in the conceptual framework.
With regard to the third domain (i.e. perceived characteristics of the educational change
implementation environment), the study also found that there were several unsupportive
implementation environments that seemed to have prohibited the local stakeholders from taking
part in SBCD activities effectively. These unsupportive implementation environments included:
(1) lack of means and resources to support the implementation of the policy, which corresponds
to the resources; (2) time constraint, which corresponds to time; (3) lack of incentives available
for the local stakeholders to actively participate in SBCD activities, which corresponds rewards
and incentives; and (4) government’s lack commitment in supporting the implementation of the
policy, which corresponds to commitment.
However, the findings of the study did not indicate leadership as either a facilitator or an
inhibitor of the SBCD policy implementation, which was surprising given number of studies that
have shown the importance of leadership role in improving the quality of instruction at school or
driving the success of an educational change implementation. In this study, leadership quality
seemed to be less relevant in comparison with the other elements that helped shaped the SBCD
implementation.
Similarly, participation, which refers the extent to which there is a shared decisionmaking, communication, and collaboration among all stakeholders during the change
implementation process, was also not clearly marked as one the elements that helped facilitate or
impeded the implementation of SBCD policy implementation. In fact, data analysis suggested
that there was a great degree of shared decision-making, communication, and collaboration
among the local stakeholders, especially during the SBCD workshop and other activities that
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followed it (e.g. small-group collaboration between teachers to develop syllabi and lesson plans
and implementation of certain instructional programs). However, such participation was not
necessarily an indicative of meaningful curriculum decentralization, except in the local content
and some self-development areas. In these two categories, participation denoted a more
meaningful decentralization of curriculum decision-making since there was a room for it and that
the local stakeholders were aware of their autonomy in these areas. In other areas (e.g., the
common subject category), on the other hand, participation did not result in a meaningful
curriculum decentralization because most of the instructional plans for the common subject
category has been prescribed to a great extent in the Content Standard, Process Standard, and
other SBCD-related guidelines provided by the government. In addition, many other elements
(e.g. ability, willingness, need, clarity, complexity, etc.) described in the conceptual framework
worked against it.
Therefore, another point that can be learned from this study is that the elements
mentioned in the conceptual framework were interconnected and interdependent of each other.
For instance, analysis of the interview and focus group data indicated that many local
stakeholders, especially teachers, acknowledged not having a clear understanding about SBCD
policy and how it should be implemented, which corresponds to the element clarity within the
first domain. However, the same issue can also be seen a partial indication of the teachers’ lack
of acquisition of the knowledge and skills required to effectively engage in SBCD activities,
which refers to ability within the second domain. Meanwhile, the teachers’ level of knowledge
and skills to effectively engage in SBCD activities could be related to the lack of available
trainings and resources provided to support the SBCD policy implementation, which corresponds
to the element resource within the third domain. Hence, any efforts to improve the quality of
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SBCD implementation should be comprehensive, addressing the various issues that correspond
to all elements within the three domains of the conceptual framework.

Recommendation for Practice

Based on the findings and discussions presented so far, the researcher would like to offer
the following recommendations in order to improve the quality of SBCD policy implementation,
not only in the five schools where this study was conducted, but also in other schools in
Indonesia and possibly in the global context.
First, a comprehensive review of the SBCD policy should be conducted by the Board of
National Education Standards and policy makers in the central government, as well as by
Indonesian educational scholars and practitioners. As it stands now, the policy does not allow a
meaningful curriculum decentralization reform to happen. The rules and guidelines governing
the policy implementation do not provide enough room for the local stakeholders to actively
engage in developing school-based curricula according to their local contexts.
Secondly, the central government and the local education authorities should strive to
provide environmental conditions that are more consistent with and supportive of the SBCD
policy. For instance, the current evaluation system should be reformed so that it can better serve
its function as a means for improving instructional quality, rather than controlling and
suppressing local stakeholder involvement in any school-based curriculum development
activities. One way to do this is to stop using the standardized test result as a criterion for student
graduation. Additionally, the quality of the test items and the way test results are communicated
back to teachers should be continuously improved. Principals and district administrators also
should provide all teachers with the necessary resources, including time and access to
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professional development activities as well as books and materials, especially for the local
content subjects.
Finally, a concerted effort should be made with a focus on improving the local
stakeholder capacity to develop school-based curricula and implement them with high quality.
Local education authorities should step up their efforts to encourage and facilitate teachers and
others involved in SBCD activities to pursue relevant professional development independently or
collectively. The central government and the local education authorities should make teacher
quality improvement as their top priority, not just for the sake SBCD implementation, but also
for the improvement of overall Indonesian education system. Teacher-training schools in
Indonesia should play a more active role by aligning their curriculum more closely to what is
happening in the elementary and secondary education world. For example, they can offer courses
or programs that are related to school-based curriculum development, which so far appear be
non-existent or lacking, in their undergraduate or graduate programs. Additionally, they also can
develop a specific program concentrated on preparing current or future local content teachers,
which is also currently still non-existent.

Recommendations for Future Research

This study focused more on examining the SBCD development processes than on how
the school-based curriculum was actually delivered in the classroom. Future studies on this topic
should focus more on how the school-level curriculum was delivered or enacted in the classroom
in order to better understand how the SBCD policy translates into classroom instruction and
possibly affect student learning outcome or teacher performance.
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This case study also focused on SBCD policy implementation in five elementary schools
that shared very similar characteristics. All of them were secular public schools located within a
provincial capital. They were also considered well-performing and relatively well-funded
elementary schools. Therefore, in order to have a more comprehensive understanding of the
SBCD implementation, it is necessary to examine how the policy was implemented in other
schools that have different characteristics or backgrounds, such as private schools, religious
schools, or ones that were located in rural areas.
Some of the focus group participants indicated there were some issues related to the
quality of the learning standards and benchmarks included in the Content Standards (e.g. too
broad, lack of coherence). Given the strategic role of the learning standards as a guide for all
elementary and secondary school teachers in Indonesia in developing their curriculum and
instruction, it is important to examine the quality of the learning standards and benchmarks.
Future research should, for instance, focus on the extent to which the learning standards and
benchmarks in certain subjects promote higher-order thinking skills or how they compare with
learning standards from other countries, such as the Common Core State Standards in the United
States or the Singaporean learning standards.

Conclusion

The implementation of SBCD policy in the five schools did not reflect a real
decentralization of curriculum development authority. Overall, the extent of local stakeholder
engagement in SBCD activities was limited. Most of what constituted the official school-based
curriculum document developed by each school was still controlled by the central government
through laws and regulations governing the implementation of SBCD policy at schools.
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Consequently, the result of SBCD policy implementation was the existence of a pretend
curriculum decentralization, where the central government appeared as if they had transferred or
delegated some of the curriculum development authority to schools, and where the schools
appeared as if they had taken over some of the curriculum development authority, while in fact
the local stakeholders participated in SBCD activities mainly to show compliance with the policy
demand.
This phenomenon referred to a common issue that educational decentralization initiatives
in many places have encountered, i.e. the government or others who were in position of authority
were not quite ready or willing to share their power. This is especially true in Indonesia, where
historically education has long been used as a means for promoting political ideologies of those
in power. On the other hand, the phenomenon highlighted another issue concerning the local
stakeholders’ lack of readiness to play a more active and effective role in SBCD policy
implementation. Many local stakeholders, not only did not have adequate knowledge and skills
to effectively participate in SBCD activities, but also had never asked or expressed the needs for
the policy to be implemented.
The conceptual framework used in this study provides a broader perspective regarding
other elements that could have shaped the SBCD policy implementation in the schools under
study. The premise put forth in the conceptual framework also emphasizes the importance of
considering various elements within the three domains affecting an educational policy
implementation: characteristics of the individuals responsible for implementing policy (the
human factors), perceived characteristics of the policy (the object or idea factors), and the
perceived characteristics of the environment where the policy is implemented (the environment
factors). Therefore, a universal lesson that can be learned from this study is significance of
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examining the three main factors in planning, implementing, and evaluating a program or
innovation, not just in education, but also in other fields as well.
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APPENDIX A
AREAS WHERE THE THEORIES COINCIDE

Table 5
Areas Where the Theories Coincide
Characteristics of Change/Innovation

Domain Areas
Responsible Individuals /Stakeholders

perceived characteristics of innovation
(i.e. relative advantage, compatibility,
complexity, observability)

- Innovativeness and adopter categories
(i.e. innovators, early adopters, early
majority, later majority, laggards)

Conditions of Change
(Ellsworth, 2000; Ely,
1990, 1999)

- rewards and incentives
- dissatisfaction with the status quo

-

Strategies for Planed
Change/ Resistance for
Change (Zaltman and
Duncan, 1977)

-

- psychological barriers (e.g.
perception, homeostasis, conformity
and commitment, personality)
- cultural barriers (e.g. incompatibility
with cultural traits, cultural
ethnocentrism, saving face)
- technological resistance factor
- capacity of accept and implement
change
- segmentation of target system
- decision-making stages

Theories
Diffusion of Innovation
(Ellsworth, 2000; Roger,
2003; Traub, 2009)

incompatibility
threat to power and influence
perceived need
magnitude of change
nature of change

knowledge and skills
commitment of stakeholders
participation
leadership

Characteristics of Change/Innovation
Implementation Environment
- communication channels (e.g. mass
media, various means of
communication, internet, etc.)
- social system (e.g. work place,
organizational groups, informal
groups, etc. along with norms and
beliefs)
- time
-

-

-
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-

dissatisfaction with the status quo
existence of knowledge and skills
availability of time
rewards and incentives
commitment of stakeholders
shared decision-making and/or
participation
leadership
cultural barriers (e.g. incompatibility
with cultural traits, cultural
ethnocentrism, saving face)
organizational barriers (e.g.
organizational culture, behavior or
top-level administrator, climate for
change in the organization)
social barriers (e.g. group solidarity,
rejection of outsiders, conformity to
norms, etc.)
degree of commitment
resources available to change agent
time requirement/timetable
capacity to accept and sustain
change

Fullan’s Change Theory
(Ellsworth, 2000; Ely,
1999; Fullan,1994; 2007)

Concerns-Based
Adoption Model (Hall,
Dirksen & George, 2006;
Hall, Wallace & Dossett,
1973; and Hord,
Rutherford, HulingAustin & Hall, 1987;
Hord, Stiegelbauer,
George 2006; George,
Hall & Stiegelbauer,
2006; Traub, 2009)

-

need
clarity
complexity
quality and practicality

- every stakeholder is a potential
change agent, for or against change
- real change can only happens when
stakeholders take action to alter their
environments
- characteristics of local stakeholders
are critical to the success/failure of
change implementation
- local stakeholders include: teachers,
principals, district administrators,
parents and community, and students
- change is accomplished by
individuals and is highly personal
experience
- understanding organizational change
requires understanding of what
happens to individuals involved in the
process
- individuals go through developmental
growth patterns during the change
implementation process
- stages of concerns
- levels of use
- innovation configuration

- influence of government and other
agencies vis-à-vis change process
- local characteristics
- access to information about the
innovation
- community pressure, support, or
apathy
- new policy and funds provided by
government
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APPENDIX B
INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS
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(Interview with School Principals/Vice Principals)
Pre-Interview Information
Date
Interviewee Name
School/Institution
Role of the Interviewee
Gender of Interviewee

: _________________________________________
: _________________________________________
: _________________________________________
: _________________________________________
: _________________________________________

Interview Questions:
1. Could you please describe for me how SBCD is conducted in your school? What are the
steps involved? And who are involved each step?
2. How has the SBCD policy impacted your role and responsibility as principal/vice principal?
3. Tell me about your experiences working with faculty members and other stakeholders in
your school in developing your School Curriculum?
4. Have you worked with other stakeholders outside of your school in connection with SBCD?
What was the nature of your collaboration?
5. What is your personal opinion about schools having the autonomy develop and implement
their own curriculum?
6. What were you experiences like working as an educator in a centralized curriculum
development system prior to introduction of SBCD policy?
7. In your opinion, what are the benefits of developing and implementing SBCD in your
school?
8. In your opinion, what are the drawbacks of developing and implementing SBCD in your
school?
9. What do you think of the clarity of guidelines and examples provided by the government
for developing and implementing SBCD at school?
10. What are the challenges that you face as a school principal/vice principal in the
development and implementation of SBCD in your school?
11. What do you think of the resources provided to support your role in in SBCD
implementation?
12. Are there any incentives provided for someone in your position for fulfilling or not
fulfilling your role in SBCD development and implementation? What is your opinion about
that? Why?
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13. What do you think of the level of commitment demonstrated by other leaders in district
office to support the implementation of SBCD in your school?
14. Have you had any training related to SBCD implementation? How has such training help
you prepare for your role in SBCD implementation?
15. What are your personal concerns, if any, about performing your roles and responsibilities in
SBCD development and implementation in your school?
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(Interview with Teachers)
Pre-Interview Information
Date
Interviewee Name
School/Institution
Role of the Interviewee
Gender of Interviewee

: _________________________________________
: _________________________________________
: _________________________________________
: _________________________________________
: _________________________________________

Interview Questions:
1. How do you decide what to teach in your classroom?
2. How has the introduction of SBCD policy impacted your teaching, particularly with regard
to the decision you make about what to teach in your classroom?
3. What have you done differently as a teacher after the implementation of SBCD?
4. Could you please describe for me how SBCD is conducted in your school? What are the
steps involved? And who are involved each step?
5. Tell me about your experiences working with other faculty members in developing your
School Curriculum? What was your role/responsibility in that activity?
6. Have you worked with other teachers from other schools in Mataram in connection with
SBCD development and implementation? What was the nature of the collaboration?
7. How has your classroom instructions benefitted from the implementation of SBCD policy?
8. How has your involvement in SBCD activities benefitted you as a professional?
9. How has your students benefitted from classroom instructions that are based on locallydeveloped curriculum?
10. What were you experiences like working as a teacher in a centralized curriculum
development system prior to introduction of SBCD policy?
11. What do you think of the clarity of goals and mechanisms to participate in SBCD
development and implementation?
12. What do you think of the level of commitment for SBCD development and implementation
demonstrated by the principals and other administrators in the Mataram Department of
Education, Youth, and Sport / the Mataram Department of Religious Affairs? What do you
think of the resources provided to support teacher involvement in SBCD development and
implementation?
13. What do you think of the time available for learning about SBCD and engaging in SBCD?
14. What do you think of the rewards and incentives provided for those actively engaged in
SBCD and those who aren’t?
15. How would you describe your readiness to take on an active role in SBCD?
16. Have you received training or participated in any kinds of professional development
programs on SBCD? Could you describe the experiences? How has such training prepare
you for role in SBCD implementation?
17. What are your personal concerns, if any, about participating in SBCD development and
implementation in your school?
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(Interview with Counselors/Extra-Curricular Program Coordinators)
Pre-Interview Information
Date
Interviewee Name
School/Institution
Role of the Interviewee
Gender of Interviewee

: _______________________________________
: _______________________________________
: _______________________________________
: _______________________________________
: _______________________________________

Interview Questions:
1. How has the implementation of SBCD policy impacted your role and responsibility as
School Counselor/extra-curricular program coordinator?
2. What have you done differently as a School Counselor/extra-curricular program coordinator
since the implementation of SBCD?
3. Tell me about your experiences working with other faculty members in developing your
School Curriculum? What was your role/responsibility in that activity?
4. Have you worked with other stakeholders in Mataram outside of your school in connection
with SBCD implementation? What was the nature of the collaboration?
5. How do you think your program has benefitted from the implementation of SBCD policy?
6. How do you think the students you work with have benefitted from SBCD implementation?
7. What do you think of the clarity of goals and mechanisms to participate in SBCD
development and implementation?
8. What are the challenges that you face as School Counselor/extra-curricular program
coordinator to be actively involved in SBCD development and implementation?
9. Have been a counselor/extracurricular coordinator before the introduction of SBCD policy?
If “yes”, what were your experiences like working as counselor/extra-curricular coordinator
in a decentralized curriculum system before the implementation of SBCD policy?
10. What do you think of the level of commitment demonstrated by the principals and other
administrators in the Mataram Department of Education, Youth, and Sport / the Mataram
Department of Religious Affairs?
11. What do you think of the resources provided to support counselor/extra-curricular
coordinator engagement in SBCD development and implementation?
12. Are there any rewards and incentives provided for counselors/extra-curricular program
coordinator to be actively involved in SBCD development and implementation? What do
you think about that? Why?
13. Tell me about your experiences participating in any SBCD trainings or professional
development. How has such training help prepare you for your role in SBCD
implementation?
14. How would you describe your readiness to be actively engaged in SBCD activities?
15. What are your concerns about engaging in SBCD activities?
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(Interview with Parents/School Committee Members)
Pre-Interview Information
Date
Interviewee Name
School/Institution
Role of the Interviewee
Gender of Interviewee

:
:
:
:
:

_________________________________________
_________________________________________
_________________________________________
_________________________________________
_________________________________________

Interview Questions:
1. Have you heard about the term “SBCD”?
If the answer is “yes”, continue to number 2; if the answer is “no”, skip to number 13.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------2. Have you participated in any activities related to SBCD development and implantation in
______(name of school)?
3. If yes, what was your role in that activity? What was the process like? Who else is involved
in the SBCD process?
4. How do you feel about schools, in conjunction with parents and other local stakeholders,
having the autonomy to develop and implement their own curriculum?
5. In your opinion, what would be the benefit of SBCD for the improvement of instructional
quality?
6. In your opinion, what would be the benefit of SBCD implementation for teachers?
7. In your opinion, what would be the benefit of SBCD implementation for students?
8. How do you feel about a centralized curriculum development system such as the one
existed prior to SBCD implementation?
9. What do you think of the resources provided to support your role in in SBCD development
and implementation?
10. What do you think of the time available for you to learn about or engage in SBCD
development and implementation?
11. Are there any incentives provided for parents or School Committee members in order
actively take part in SBCD development and implementation?
12. What do you think of the level of commitment demonstrated by other stakeholders in
Mataram to support the implementation of SBCD?
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------13. Could you describe the extent of involvement with ______(name of school)?
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14. How do you feel about schools, in conjunction with parents and other local stakeholders,
having the autonomy to develop and implement their own curriculum?
15. Would you be interested in taking part in shaping the curriculum of your child
school/____(name of school)

172
(Interview with School Supervisors/SBCD Facilitators)
Pre-Interview Information
Date
Interviewee Name
School/Institution
Role of the Interviewee
Gender of Interviewee

:
:
:
:
:

_________________________________________
_________________________________________
_________________________________________
_________________________________________
_________________________________________

Interview Questions:
1. How would you describe your role in SBCD development and implementation in Mataram
schools?
2. Tell me about your most recent experiences working with teachers or other stakeholders in
relation to SBCD development and implementation.
3. What is your opinion with regard to local stakeholders having more autonomy to develop
and implement School Curriculum?
4. In your opinion, what would be the benefit of SBCD for the improvement of instructional
quality in elementary schools in Mataram?
5. In your opinion, what would be the benefit of SBCD development and implementation for
teachers in elementary schools in Mataram?
6. In your opinion, what would be the benefit of SBCD development and implementation for
students at elementary schools in Matarm?
7. What were your experiences as an educator working in a decentralized curriculum
development system prior to the implementation of SBCD policy?
8. In your opinion, how would you characterize SBCD development and implementation in
Mataram elementary schools so far?
9. What have been the biggest challenges that you face as school supervisor/SBCD facilitator
in connection with the development and implementation of SBCD in the schools that you
are working with? What strategies have you use to overcome those challenges?
10. What do you think of the resources provided to support your role in in SBCD development
and implementation?
11. What do you think of the time available for you to learn about and be involved in SBCD
development and implementation?
12. Are there any incentives provided for someone in your position for fulfilling or not
fulfilling your role in SBCD development and implementation? What do you think about
that? Why?
13. What do you think of the level of commitment demonstrated by other stakeholders in
Mataram to support the development and implementation of SBCD?
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(Interview with Administrators from the Local Education Authorities)
Pre-Interview Information
Date
Interviewee Name
School/Institution
Role of the Interviewee
Gender of Interviewee

:
:
:
:
:

_________________________________________
_________________________________________
_________________________________________
_________________________________________
_________________________________________

Interview Questions:
1. How would you describe your role in SBCD implementation in Mataram schools?
2. Could you please tell me about your most recent experiences working with teachers or other
stakeholders in relation to SBCD development and implementation in Mataram schools?.
3. What else have you done in fulfilling your role in SBCD development and implementation
in Mataram schools?
4. What is your opinion regarding local stakeholders having more autonomy to develop and
implement School Curriculum?
5. In your opinion, what would be the benefit of SBCD for the improvement of instructional
quality in Mataram schools?
6. In your opinion, what would be the benefit of SBCD development and implementation for
teachers in Mataram schools?
7. In your opinion, what would be the benefit of SBCD development and implementation for
students in Mataram schools?
8. What were your experiences as an educator working in a decentralized curriculum
development system prior to the implementation of SBCD policy?
9. In your opinion, how would you characterize SBCD development and implementation in
elementary schools in Mataram so far?
10. What have been the biggest challenges that you face as school supervisor/SBCD facilitator
in connection with the development and implementation of SBCD in the schools that you
are working with? What strategies have you use to overcome those challenges?
11. What do you think of the resources provided to support your role in in SBCD development
and implementation?
12. What do you think of the time available for all local stakeholders, including yourself, to
learn about and be involved in SBCD development and implementation?
13. Are there any incentives provided for teachers, principals, and other stakeholders in order to
be actively involved in SBCD development and implementation? What do you think about
that? Why?
14. What do you think of the level of commitment demonstrated by stakeholders in Mataram to
support the development and implementation of SBCD?

APPENDIX C
INTERVIEWEE PROFILES

Table 6
Interviewee Profiles
No

Institutions

Interviewees

Sex

Age

Roles

Highest
Degree

Narration

1

Dinas
Dikpora

Hasan

M

51-60

Secretary

Master’s

2

Dinas
Dikpora

Syarifudin

M

51-60

Head of
Curriculum
Unit

Bachelor’s

3

School A

Sri
Rahmawati

F

41-50

Classroom
Teacher

Bachelor’s

Mr. Hasan serves as secretary of the city education office
(Dinas Dikpora). He has a masters' degree in Education
Management and has had an extensive experience in the
fieldwork experiences before serving in his current
position, including as a classroom teacher, elementary
school principal, school supervisor, and head of the
curriculum department in the Dinas Dikpora. He's between
50-60 years old.
Mr. Syarif serves the head of the curriculum division in
the Dinas Dikpora. He has bachelor degree in Mathematics
Education, and has recently completed a one-year postbaccalaureate teacher certification program, a new
program launched by Ministry of Education to effort to
boost teacher quality in Indonesia. Before serving in his
current position, Mr. Syarif was Mathematics teacher in a
public junior high school in the city. He is about 50 years
old.
Mrs. Sri Rahmawati has been a first grade teacher at
School A for the last 7 years. She has bachelor degree and
is about 50 years old.

4

School A

Tirta

F

51-60

SubjectSpecific
Teacher

Bachelor’s

Mrs. Tirta is an Indonesian language teacher at School A.
She has a bachelor degree in elementary education, and
she is between about 50 years old.
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5

School A

Arman

M

41-50

ExtraCurricular
Programs
Coordinator
Principal

Bachelor’s

Mr. Arman is an extra-curricular coordinator and a
classroom teacher at School A.

6

School A

Imanudin

M

51-60

Bachelor’s

21-30

School
Committee

Associate

F

21-30

School
Committee

Bachelor’s

Mr. Imanudin has served as the principal of School A for
the last eight years. He has a master's degree in Education
Management. He is between 51-60 years old.
Mr. Amin as member of the temporary School Committee
at School A. He also served as a member in the previous
School Committee.
Along with Mr. Amin, Ms. Heni is also a member of the
temporary School Committee.

7

School A

Amin

M

8

School A

Heni

9

School B

Ainun

F

51-60

Principal

Bachelor’s

10

School B

Kusumawati

F

51-60

SubjectSpecific
Teacher

Bachelor’s

Mrs. Aniun is the principal of School B. She is between
51-60 years old. Like many teachers of her generation,
when a four-year degree was not required of a teacher
candidate, Mrs. Ainun went a teacher-training high School
And later after becoming a teacher continued her
education to gain a bachelor degree in education. Prior to
serving in her current position, she was a classroom
teacher at School E. Among her community of educators
in the area, she is known to have sound pedagogical
experiences. She once won a textbook writing
competition, which hold by the Ministry of Education and
Culture and conjunction with the British Council. As her
prize, she was sent to England to visit some schools there.
Islamic Studies teacher, previously also taught Local
Content curriculum, has been a civil- servant teacher since
1984 (28 years), hold bachelor degree in the Teaching of
Islamic Study, female, 61 years.
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11

School B

Amrin

M

31-40

Classroom
Teacher

Bachelor’s

Mr. Amrin was one sixth-grade teachers in School B
(there were five classes for each grade levels in the school,
making the biggest elementary school in the area in terms
of student enrolment. He had been a teacher (civil servant)
since 1992, but was stationed in this school since 2007. He
has a bachelor degree in geography education from a local
private university in the region. As a classroom teacher,
the interviewee taught Civics, Indonesian, Math, Social
Studies, Science, and Arts. He was a member of the local
team assigned to construct national exam tests items. Mr.
Amrin is about 40 years old.

12

School B

Irawan

M

41-50

School
Committee

Bachelor’s

Mr. Irawan was the chairman of the School E School
Committee and had been involved with the committee for
years. His two daughters were graduates of the elementary
school. He worked in the private sector and had a bachelor
degree in animal husbandry from the local public
university. After his farming business was adversely
affected by the economic crisis in 1990s, he switches to a
service industry business. He is probably between 40 - 50
years old.

13

School C

Mujahid

M

31-40

ExtraCurricular
Programs
Coordinator

Bachelors

Mr. Mujahid was a coordinator for extracurricular
activities at School C. He was in his late 30s, and was not
originally from the city. Having a bachelor degree in
English Language teaching, Mr. Mujahid also taught
English as a local content as well as an extra-curricular
program with another teacher at School C. He had worked
an assistant teacher (non-civil servant or school-hired
position) in the school for two years before finally
appointed to be a teacher (cvil service or governmenthired position) in 2007.
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14

School C

Rosiana

F

21-30

SubjectSpecific
Teacher

Bachelors

Ms. Rosiana was a third grade teacher, who had just been
assigned to the position for about two months. She started
off her career in the School As an English teacher two
years before that. Like many classroom teachers, she is in
charge of teaching six subjects (science, social studies,
math, Indonesian, civics, art and art education) to her
students. In addition, she may need to teach subjects (i.e.
Health and Physical Education and Religious Studies)
whenever the specialists such subjects were not available.

15

School C

Zaini

M

21-30

Classroom
Teacher

Bachelors

Mr. Zaini was fifth grade teacher at School C. He had been
teaching in the school for at least 5 years, had associate
degree in elementary School Education, was from an
‘educator family’. Like Ms. Rosiana, Mr. Zaini also taught
multiple subjects, including Science, Social Studies, Math,
Indonesian, Civics, and Arts (visual & performing). In
addition, he was also required to cover for subject
specialist teachers should they be unavailable. Mr. Zaini
was in his late 20s.

16

School C

Aisyah

F

41-50

Principal

Bachelors

Mrs. Aisyah was the principal of School C. She had only
been in the position for six months, but has been an
educator for three decades. Prior to serving in her current
position, Mrs. Aisyah was a teacher at School E. She had
both an associate and a bachelor degree in Biology
education from the local private teacher training school.
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17

School C

Burhanudin

M

41-50

School
Committee

Master's

Mr. Burhanudin was the chairman of the School
Committee at PES. He worked as civil servant at the
Ministry of Religious Affairs in the city and was
considered as a religious and community leader in the
neighborhood. At his house, he ran a schoolhouse in which
about 40 children and young adults come to study about
Islamic study lessons. His daughter had just graduated
from the elementary school.

18

School C

Syamsul

M

41-50

School
Committee

Bachelors

19

School C

Khairuddin

M

41-50

School
Committee

Bachelors

20

School D

Muhammad

M

51-60

Principal

Bachelors

21

School D

Candrawati

F

21-30

Classroom
Teacher

Associate

Mr. Syamsul served as the secretary of the School C. He
holds a bachelor degree and was also a math teacher in the
nearby middle school. His twin son and daughter were
fifth students at School C.
Mr. Khairudin is the treasurer of School C School
Committee. He had a bachelor degree and was a small
business owner, who also moonlighted as a member of the
city’s disaster management unit.
Mr. Muhamad was the principal of School D. He had been
an educator for about 32 years, and had served both as
teacher and/or principal in four different schools outside
the city before his latest appointment at School D. He had
a bachelor degree, and he was 51-60 years old.
Ms. Candrawati was a third grade teacher at School D. She
had served as a teacher (civil servant) at the school for 3
years. While working on completing her associate degree
in elementary education, she served as a non-civil servant
teacher (school-hired) an elementary school outside the
city. She is probably in her late 20s or early 30s.
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22

School D

Abdul-Hakim M

61-70

School
Committee

Bachelors

23

School E

Sofiya

F

41-50

School
Committee

PhD

24

School E

Abdullah

M

31-40

SubjectSpecific
Teacher

Bachelors

25

School E

Endang

F

41-50

Classroom
Teacher

Bachelors

Mr. Abdul Hakim was the chairman of School D School
Committee. He is a retired civil servant, whose last post
was at the Inspectorate General Office of the provincial
government. He also moonlighted as administrator at a
local private university in the region. When he was young,
he also taught at middle school in a neighboring region. In
addition, he had also been very active in a number of
community and business organizations. He is between 60
to 70 years old.
Mrs. Sofiya was a member of School Committee at School
E. She had served in the committee for two years. Before
that, she also served as a School Committee member at
School B. She had a PhD in Forestry from a German
University and was working as professor at the local
public university. She had two children at School E, and
she was about 50 years old.
Mr. Abdullah is fourth grade teacher at School E, but was
mainly responsible for teaching Math and other programs
associated with international curriculum (i.e. English,
bilingual Math, and bilingual science). He had been a
teacher for eleven years - three years at School E, and the
rest was in two other elementary schools in the area. He
had a bachelor degree in English language teaching. He is
between 32-40 years.
Mrs. Endang was a sixth grade classroom teacher at
School E. She had been with School E since July of 2007
(5 years), but had been a teacher for 29 years. She
graduated from an elementary school teacher-training high
School And immediately started teaching. Later on, she
continued to get bachelor degree in History education. She
was not originally from the region. Because of her
experiences, she was often sent to represent the director of
the school in meeting with Dinas Dikpora Office.
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26

School E

Ambarsari

F

31-40

Vice Principal

Masters

Mrs. Ambarsari was a deputy director for academic affairs
at School E. She also taught as a lecturer at the local
public university. She has a Master’s degree in TESOL
from an Australian university. She is between 31-40
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APPENDIX D
FOCUS GROUP PROMPTS
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Pre-Focus Group Information
Date
:
Venue
:
Participants :
Name
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Start Time:

Positions

End Time:

Institutions/Schools

Focus Group Prompts:
1. What are the advantages of SBCD development and implementation in your school?
2. What are the disadvantages of SBCD development and implementation in your school?
3. What are the conditions that facilitate the development and implementation of SBCD in
your schools?
4. What are the conditions that inhibit the development and implementation of SBCD in your
schools?
5. What do you think of the readiness of local stakeholders in your school for developing and
implementing SBCD?

APPENDIX E
OBSERVATION PROTOCOL
(SBCD PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT, IMPLEMENTATION)

185
Date

:

Venue

:

Event

:

Purpose

:

Start Time:

End Time:

Participants :
Participant Positions

Descriptions :
Descriptive Notes

Total

Reflective Notes

186
Descriptive Notes

Reflective Notes

APPENDIX F
SELF-DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS IN EACH SCHOOL
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Table 7
Self-Development Programs in School A
boy/girl scouts
art (dance)
extracurricular
drum band
sports
guidance and counseling

routine enculturation

programmed
enculturation
exemplary activities
disciplinary cultivation
enculturation
Islamic manners
cultivating reading habit
cultivating exemplary
conducts
nationalism-related
activities

praying in congregation
short sermon
flag raising ceremony
morning exercise
cleaning up
Ramadan Islamic Study program
religious holiday celebrations
uniform policy enforcement
attendance
dress code
manners
greetings
spruce
reading books in the library
borrowing books from the library
culture of cleanliness
environmental friendliness
independence day celebration
Kartini day celebration
National Education day celebration
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Table 8
Self-Development Programs in School B
manliness

extracurricular

sports

art
routine
enculturation
programmed

exemplary
activities

uniform enforcement
discipline enforcement
good manner
reading habit cultivation
exemplary conduct
cultivation

nationalism and
patriotism
student creativity
week
Math and Science
Olympiad
guidance and
counseling

flag raising troops
chess
swimming
soccer
athletics
karate
painting
dance
Friday Imtaq
Monday flag raising ceremony
Ramadan Islamic study program
Udhiya
Zakat al-Fithr

independence day
celebration
national hero celebration
national education day
celebration
creativity and innovation
competitions

culture of cleanliness
culture of cleanliness in the
classroom and at school
culture of environmental friendliness
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Table 9
Self-Development Programs in School C
manliness

sports

extracurricular

art
life skill
School Health Unit
academic
enculturation

boy/girl scouts
drum band
mini soccer
takraw
mini volleyball
swimming
painting
calligraphy
dance
computer
Little Doctor
English club for children
greeting, thanking, apologizing
social/charitable activates
opening and closing each day's
lessons with prayers
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Table 10
Self-Development Programs in School D

manliness

sports

extracurricular

art
life skill education
School Health Unit
academic
enculturation activities

boy/girl scouts
drum band
Rudat traditional dance
soccer
flag raising troops
badminton
chess
athletics
parting
vocal and musical arts
computer
Little Doctor
school garden
English speaking
religious holiday celebration
visiting who are sick or mourning
Islamic manner cultivation
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Table 11
Self-Development Programs in School E
manliness
sports

arts
academic/scientific
extracurricular

School Health Unit
Religious activities

enculturation

boy/girl scouts
badminton
taekwondo
dance
painting
craft
drum band
English conversation club
the Little Doctor /
students' garden
Qur'an recitation
routine enculturation
programmed enculturation
exemplary activities
nationalism and patriotism activities
student creativity week
Science Olympiad preparation
Outdoor learning

